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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, MAY 17, 1934

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D.D., offered
the following prayer:

Once more, our Heavenly Father, through Thy loving
providence, we have the promise and the hope of another
day. Out of the mercy of grateful hearts, may we thank
Thee. Come Thou, Almighty God, and reign over us. We
rejoice amid the perils of life; we are safe not in our own
virtue but in Thy guardianship and in the plenitude of the
Father’s love and care. The stress of circumstances, the
conflicts of temptation, the burdens of duty bring heavenly
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teachings out of the clouds. We pray for a courageous
faith in God, a steadfast trust in Him, our Savior. In
these great qualities of soul there is a compelling expecta-
tion. Gracious Lord, bless the truth, winnow it, that the
pure and the good may remain an abiding reality and a
sweet memory. In the holy name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, May 15, 1934,
was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Horns, its enrclling
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments, in which the concurrence of the House is requested,
a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 9061. An act making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, and for other
purposes,

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House thereon, and appoints Mr. TroMas of Okla-
homa, Mr. Grass, Mr. CopeLAND, Mr. King, Mr. NYE, and Mr.
EKEYEs to be the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the report of the committee of conference on the dicagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 5950) entitled “An act to amend an
act entitled ‘An act to establish a uniform system of bank-
ruptcy throughout the United States’, approved July 1,
1898, and acts amendatory thercof and supplementary
thereto.”

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the reports of the committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
House to bills of the Senate of the following titles:

S.2080. An act to provide punishment for killing or as-
saulting Federal officers;

S.2249. An act applying the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment, under the commerce clause of the Constitution, to
extortion by means of telephone, telegraph, radio, oral mes-
sage, or otherwise;

S.2252. An act to amend the act forbidding the trans-
portation of kidnaped persons in interstate commerce;

S. 2253. An act making it unlawful for any person to flee
from one State to another for the purpose of avoiding
prosecution in certain cases;

S. 2575, An act to define certain crimes against the United
States in connection with the administration of Federal
penal and correctional institutions and to fix the punish-
ment therefor;

S.2841, An act to provide punishment for certain offenses
committed against banks organized or operating under laws
of the United States or any member of the Federal Reserve
System; and

S.2845. An act to extend the provisions of the National
Motor Vehicle Theft Act to other stolen property.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
bills, joint resolutions, and a concurrent resolution of the
following titles, in which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S.2527. An act to amend the act of May 29, 1930, for the
retirement of employees in the classified civil service;

S.3285. An act to provide for the regulation of interstate
and foreign communications by wire or radio, and for other
purposes; :

S.3436. An act limiting the operations of sections 109 and
113 of the Criminal Code and section 190 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States with respect to counsel in cer-
tain proceedings against the Electro-Metallurgical Co., New-
Kanawha Power Co., and the Uniocn Carbide & Carbon
Corporation;

S.J.Res. 121. Joint resolution authorizing the President to
return the mace of the Parliament of upper Canada to the
Canadian Government;
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S.J Res. 123. Joint resolution empowering certain agents
authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture to administer
oaths to applicants for tax-exemption certificates under the
Cotton Act of 1934; and

S.Con.Res. 16. Concurrent resolution authorizing the Sec-
retary of the Senate, in the enrollment of the bill 8. 2845,
to correct an error.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 3364) entitled
“An act for the relief of G. T. Fleming.”

The message also announced that, pursuant to House Con-
current Resolution No. 37, the Chair appoints, as the mem-
bers on the part of the Senafe of the joint committee to
arrange a program for the joint session of the two Houses on
May 20, 1934, in commemoration of the death of Marquis de
La Fayette, the following: The Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrp], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Roemnsoxn], the Sen-
ator from EKentucky [Mr. BargLEY], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Fessl, and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Keanl.

OLD-AGE PENSIONS

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, several days ago the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. DisNey] delivered a very able address
over the radio, and I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks by printing it in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following very able
address delivered over the radio by the gentleman from
Oklahoma, Mr. DISNEY:

I have the honor and privilege of speaking to you on one of
the most inferesting subjects that is being discussed throughout
the length and breadth of our land—old-age pensions—a subject
;{h:;emoecupledtheazbentlonofmﬂyallthemﬂmntthe

In dealing with any problem we should first obtain facts and
statistics it and then formulate a policy in order to
bring about its solution. If the question is debated, the solution
is more easily reached; and If it has been tested, it is then
possible to determine whether or not it is practical.

In every civilized country of the world, excepting China and
India, the principle of the old-age pension has been adopted.
Thirty countries in all, including the principal industrial coun-
tries of Europe, have enacted old-age-insurance laws in some
form. As long ago as 1850 France passed the first old-age
insurance law, which provided a voluntary system of insurance for
all residents of France, irrespective of age or disability.

Germany was the first country to provide compulsory old-age
insurance, the initial legislation passed in 1889 covering all wage
earners, independent workers, and home industrialists; and Great
Britain’s compulsory old-age insurance law of 1835 covers all
manual and nonmanual workers who earn less than 250 pounds
annually.

In 1898 Italy enacted a voluntary system for all between
the ages of 16 and 65 who paid in direct taxes to the State not
more than 500 lire per annum and independent workers and
members of the liberal professions. All these persons were cov-
ered in the compulsory insurance act of 1919, as amended in 1928,
provided that those earning 800 lire per month or more might
claim exemption from the compulsory insurance.

Czechoslovakia has two compulsory old-age insurance laws, one
passed in 1906 covering all salaried employees and another en-
acted in 1924 for all wage earners.

Holland has had a compulsory-insurance system since 1913 for
all wage earners over 14 years of age less than 2,000
florins annually. A voluntary insurance law for all Netherlanders
regardless of residence, income, and property qualifications, was
passed in 1919,

Bweden's compulsory law of 1813 provides that all citizens
between the ages of 17 and 67, except persons covered by the
pension systems for civil servants and for the Army and Navy,
shall contribute to the insurance fund.

In Spain a compulsory-insurance law passed in 1918 covers all
wage earners between the ages of 16 and 65 who earn less than
4,000 pesetas annually.

Switzerland has no Federal law, but five cantons have Insurance
systems, the earliest passed in 1898 and the most recent in 1930.

Other Eurcpean compulsory-insurance systems have been estab-
lished by Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Greece, Hungary, Lithuania,
Luxemburg, Poland, Portugal, Rumania, and Yugoslavia.

Canada established a compulsory system for all employees of
the Government railways in 1907, and & veoluntary system in
1908 for all residents of the Dominion.

Our country can join in the solution of this problem, as well
as the other economic problems of the day.

In the bill I introduced in the first session of the present
Congress is a provision providing for a pension of $30 a month for
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persons over 60 years of age, with certain conditions and
restrictions

Fifty years ago the number of persons in the United States over
that age was about a million; today it is over 6,000,000. One
third of these are in the almshouses and charftable institutions
and over a billion dollars in charity a year is expended in their
maintenance.

This i1s charity, but what true-blooded American wants charity?
Charity of a kind that does not come from the hearf, but is doled
out fo those whose means of subsistence is gone and whose homes
are destroyed never to be regained. A man without a home is a
man without a country.

Indusiry in general refuses the application of the man who has
passed the age of 45, no matter how able-bodled or useful he may
be, or appear to be. Even the Federal Government in its civil-
service applications has until recently refused to consider those
who are of certain mature ages.

As stated by Hon. Willam M. Brucker, formerly Governor of
the State of Michigan, “ Penury in advanced age is a misfortune
which may beset us all ”, and as our own illustrious President,
who, when Governor of New York, in advocating consideration of
a wider, contributory insurance plan, declared: * Our American
aged do not want charity, but rather old-age comforts to which
they are rightfully entitled."

Insurance for aged and infirm people is based on a principle as
broad and as sound as humanity itselif—that s, brotherly love—
but it can properly be classed as sound business judgment to give
the Individual during his earlier years the assurance that in his
later life he shall not be set adrift on charity.

To furnish a human being with the necessities of life through
the medium of public charity is obnoxious to the donor, repug-
nant to the recipient, and a degradation to the public mind. It
induces poverty, squalor, and crime because of its tendency to
disarm pride and independence.

A pension or insurance advanced as a legal herltage, based on
the broad ground of paying a moral obligation which the Gov-
ernment owes those citizens who have supported it, and who be-
came needy, stimulates and encourages its beneficiaries to useful-
ness and endeavor. Public begging and public almsgiving have
impoverished every nation in history that has permitted this evil
to thrive. Like a cancer, it eats its way in the public heart, de-
stroys publiec confidence, fosters hypocrisy, and brings human
fear of old age and poverty.

Aid extended by a kindly government inspires loyalty, patriotism,
and encourages human kindness and friendliness; more especially
it promotes a spirit of cooperation that is for the benefit of or-
ganized soclety itself,

From all the facts and figures available it costs no more, if
as much, to support the aged under an insurance system than
it does at the poor farm, so that business men need not flinch at
the suggestion that the tax burden is enlarged.

Old-fashioned America once stood aghast at the sight of the
laborers of the country going to work in their own automobiles,
but industry has found that the best workmen are those satisfled
with the comforts of life. Industry was not adversely affected
by its artisans having their own automobiles and other luxuries,
Yesterday's paper carried an interview by Frank A. Vanderlip, one-
time Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, and for 10 years head of
the biggest bank in the United States, the State National Bank
of New York City, in which he advocated the principles for which
I am contending, and recognized the necessity for bhandling the
old-age pension problem in his advocacy of old-age annuities.

I would repeat that industry does not need to fear a people,
which in its twenties, thirties, and forties, feels sure that it will
be taken care of in its fifties and sixties.

Why has the last half century witnessed in the United States
(not in any other country) the greatest age of creative inventive
genius known to history? The answer is: A cifizenship certain
and satisfied and therefore mentally free, that under our form of
government, our Constitution, and our bill of rights, their homes,
mona. 1 and property rights would be secure. This

vidual mentality arose in no other nation. In no other
nation has the individual had the mental freedom that he has
enjoyed in America.

I predict that before any great stretch of time, that those neces-
sities of life, food, shelter, and clothing, those things that worry
our days and nights, put upon us a badge of fear and care, that
drives men to the suicide's grave, will become mere incidents in
the life of tomorrow; that they will be substantially free to him
who will expend & minimum of effort then required to acquire
them, those things that God gave us for our use and benefit. This
reqguires no stretch of the imagination, but simply honest reason-
ing. The kings of yesterday with all their riches did not have
electric lights, airplanes, automehbiles, radios; they could not be
had for all the riches of the Indias. Today they are mere inci-
dents of the average man's life, The luxuries of yesterday are
the necessities of today.

The new deal for social justice would seem necessarily to in-
clude the whole plan of assuring the useful citizen of today that
he will not be the pauper and the beggar of tomorrow. If the
new deal drives discouragement and despondency from the
land and replaces them with the calm, certain assurance that old
age shall not mean penury, then this epoch is indeed a landmark
of history.

In passing permit me to say to my audience that the assurances
of the success of the new deal and the certainty of the suc-
cess of the recovery program are each day appearing in the
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Nation's Capital, making assurance doubly sure, Of course, certain
of the opposition hold up their hands in holy horror at the
President’s budget of $10,000,000,000, but they overlooked his
frankness in tfelling us what the country needed and when it
might expect the liquidation of the debt and the balancing of
the Budget. And, too, they refused to notice the headlines of
the newspapers which carried the news of the $10,000,000,000-
Budget, for blazoned on every other headline was such encour-
aging news as these: * Biggest Christmas trade in history of New
York; world cotton activity near 1929 level; pig-iron output galns
b2 percent; big come-back by industrial firms; Prudential Insur-
ance Co. pays $79,000,000 dividends; shoe sales increase 50 percent;
grain prices higher; cattle and hog prices stronger.” Not much
consolation for the oracles of gloom and despair, I should say.

As stated by W. A. Pat Murphy, commissioner of labor of my own
Btate of Oklahoma, “ The United States is the richest and fore-
most nation in the world. It is the only industrial nation in
the world which has failed to realize the necessity of providing
ways and means of taking care of its veterans of hard work and
toil. Think of the plight of these old people confronted with un-
employment as they approach the sunset of life, inevitable de-
pendents on public assistance. Men and women, many of whom
are without children to whom they might look to for support,
victims of circumstances over which they have no control, caused
by changed industrial operations, they being trained in occupa-
tions which no longer exist. Men and women striving to conceal,
rather than parade, their poverty.”

Can you imagine a sadder sight than the hungry man searching
for employment and no one wanting to hire him because of his
age? With industry neglecting him, with what weary feet of dis-
couragement he plods on.

This problem confronts you and me.
means.

Thomas Carlyle said: “It is not to die, nor even to die of
hunger that makes a man wretched. Many men have died. All
must die.” But it is to live miserably, we know not why. To work
hard and gain nothing. To be heartworn, weary yet isolated, un-
related, with a cold universal doctrine of ‘let well enough alone.'”

This is the reason I come to the defense of our elderly people.
This is the human need for which the ages cry out, and in such
way as we can, we shall endeavor to meet that plea of the
Psalmist when he sald, “ Cast me not off in the time of old age.
Forsake me not when my strength faileth.”

The bill I have been discussing is as follows:

HR. 7019

A Dbill to provide old-age compensation for the citizens of the
United States

Be it enacted, ete., That every person who gives satisfactory proof
to the authority hereinafter designated that he or she (a) has
reached the age of 65 years; (b) has been a citizen of the United
States for 20 consecutive years; (c) who is not in receipt of an
income from any source of over $360 per year, shall be entitled to
receive until death a pension from the United States Government
of $30 per month.

Sec. 2. That if such has other income, then his pension
shall be rated in proportion to such income, so his total income,
including pension, shall not exceed $360 per annum: Provided,
That any amount paid under the provisions of this act to any
pensioner shall be a lien on the estate of said pensioner, the title
to which shall automatically pass to the United States of America,
and shall be collected by the said Federal Commissioner of Pen-
sions and paid into the Treasury of the United States.

SEec. 3. That no person shall be paid a pension under the provi-
sions of this act until he voluntarily withdraws from the field of
competitive earning: Provided, That the occupation of agriculture
shall not be hereby deemed as a field of competitive earning where
the total area of land so cultivated shall not exceed 5 acres, and
where no products of said 5 acres are sold or bartered or offered
for sale or barter.

8Ec. 4. The provisions of this act shall be administered by the
Director of Pensions, who shall be appointed by the President of
the United States, at a salary of §7,600 per annum, payable
monthly, said appointment to be for a term of 4 years or until
removed by the President. Said Director of Pensions shall be
empowered to set up machinery and organization for carrying this
act into effect, and for maintaining its administration and for
such other purposes as are necessary to carry out the provisions
of this act.

Sec. 5. In order to provide sufficient income for the purpose of
this act it is provided that a levy of one half of 1 percent of all
salaries, earnings, income, etec., of all persons between the ages of
21 and 45, inclusive, be paid into the Postal Savings Division of
the Post Office Department and to be deposited in a fund desig-
nated as the “ old-age pension fund.”

Sec. 6. That an advisory board be created, said advisory board
to consist of the Postmaster General, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and the Secretary of Labor, who, in conjunction with the
Director of Pensions, shall have the power and authority to scale
downward or reduce the tax on earnings to any under the
specified one half of 1 percent, provided it is found that the lower
rate will be suficient to take care of the necessary demands upon
the pension fund.

Sec. 7. The benefits under this act shall not be granted to any
person who has, within 5 years prior to making application for
compensation, deprived himself, directly or indirectly, of any prop-
erty for the purpose of qualifying for benefits hereunder.

It is not new by any
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SEc.8. The benefits under this act shall not be granted to any
person while an inmate of an insane asylum, eleemosynary institu-
tion, or while under penal sentence in any jail or prison.

EXTENDING THE TIME FOR AMERICAN CLAIMANTS TO MAKE APPLI-
CATION FOR PAYMENT UNDER THE SETTLEMENT OF WAR CLAIMS
ACT OF 1928
Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent

to take from the Speaker’s table House Joint Resolution 325,

extending for 2 years the time within which American claim-

ants may make application for payment, under the Settle-
ment of War Claims Act of 1928, of awards of the Mixed

Claims Commission and the Tripartite Claims Commissions,

and extending until March 10, 1936, the time within which

Hungarian claimants may make application for payment

under the Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928 of awards

of the war claims arbiter, disagree to the Senate amend-

ments, and ask for a conference. b
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the

gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER appointed as conferees on the part of the

House Mr, DouvcHTON, Mr, SamuEL B. HiLn, Mr. CULLEN, Mr,

TrEADWAY, and Mr. BACHARACH.

AMENDING THE GRAIN FUTURES ACT

Mr, SABATH, from the Committee on Rules, by direction
of that commitiee, reported the following resolution, which
was referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

House Resolution 387 (Rept. No. 1668)

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of HR. 9623, a bill to amend the Grain Futures
Act, to prevent and remove obstructions and burdens upon inter-
state commerce in grains and other commodities by regulating
transactions therein on commodity-futures exchanges, by provid-
ing means for limiting short selling and speculation in such com-
modities on such exchanges, by licensing commission merchants
dealing in such commodities for future delivery on such ex-
changes, and for other purposes. That after general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall continue not to exceed 3
hours, to be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee on Agriculture, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion, except one motion to
recommit,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBEIA APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, the Senate has
just messaged over the bill H.R. 9061, making appropriations
for the government of the District of Columbia and other
activities chargeable in whole or in part against the reve-
nues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935,
and for other purposes, the District bill, with amendments,
and the bill with the Senate amendments is now on the
Speaker’s table, The Senate has taken the rather uncon-
ventional course of insisting on its amendments and asking
conference, and has appointed conferees before the House
was apprised of the disposition of the bill and without giv-
ing the House an opportunity to agree to the amendments.

In view of this intimation on the part of the Senate that
its amendments are of such a nature that the House cannot
be expected to agree to them, I ask unanimous consent to
take the bill from the Speaker’'s table, disagree to the Sen-
ate amendments, and agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER appointed as conferees on the part of the
House Mr. Cannon of Missouri, Mr. BranTton, and Mr.
JAcOBSEN, Mr, DiTTER, and Mr., POWERS,

WAR DEBTS AND SOME FACTS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH

Mr. LAMNECEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. LAMNECK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to address the House
on a matter which I believe to be at this time uppermost in
the minds of the American people. I refer to the subject
of the debts due and owing to this country by the foreign
nations.

To refresh our memories it might be well at this point to
say that in 1923, when the debt-funding agreements were
entered into, Great Britain owed us $4,600,000,000, which we
agreed to cancel if they paid 3.3-percent interest for a
period of 62 years.

France owed us at the same time $4,025,000,000 and we
agreed if she paid us 1.6-percent interest for 62 years, her
debt would be cancelled.

Italy owed us $2,042,000,000, which we agreed we would
cancel if she paid us 0.4 of 1 percent interest over the
same period of time.

It must be remembered that we borrowed all this money
from our citizens, on which we pay at least 4-percent inter-
est. Our approximate loss in interest alone, from the date of
the refunding of these debts (or 11 years) was $2,200,-
000,000.

Another thing it might be well to mention at this point
is when we went to Europe with our supplies and our men
to fight for the Allies France thought they ought to have
duty on all our imports and did collect on them for some
time., They also made us pay for all buildings and trenches
taken over by our forces. They made us agree to sell them
all our supplies after the war. When the war closed we in-
ventoried our supplies and found we had $2,000,000,000 worth
of supplies in France, but France at first said they could not
pay us $2,000,000,000 but would pay us 20 percent, which
was $400,000,000, and when we attempted to include this
amount in what they owed us at the time of the debt settle-
ments they refused to permit the item to be included, and
we actually donated them $2,000,000,000 worth of supplies.

I will leave it to your judgment whether or not the United
States has been fair and just with our debtors, especially in
the case of France.

The enormous sum of $12,000,000,000 is now outstanding
and remains unpaid. It is obvious that no earnest effort is
being made to discharge these debts. I believe a frank
discussion of this question is not only timely but im-
perative. We have been coddled along with this excuse and
that excuse as reasons for nonpayment during the past sev-
eral years, and the time has now arrived when we should, I
think, begin to doubt seriously the good faith of some of
our debfors in the representations they have been making
of their inability to meet these past-due obligations.

If it were plainly a case of inability to pay on the part of
these foreign nations, then I would be the last one on this
floor to question the good faith of their varied excuses. But
I submit, Mr. Speaker, that such is not the case. The
greater part of the debts due our Nafion is owing by the
nations of Great Britain and France. It is only within the
past few weeks that Great Britain published figures show-
ing a surplus of some $200,000,000 for the fiscal year just
closed, but no mention was made of the debt they owe us.
In view of these figures, can it be truthfully said that Great
Britain is unable to make some substantial payment on her
indebtedness to this country? I think not. And in the case
of France, the nation with the second largest gold holdings
in the world, can it be truthfully contended that she is not
in a financial position fo commence payments on her obli-
gations to our country?

When our Nation devalued the gold content of the dollar
to the extent of approximately 60 percent of its former value,
did we not thereby practically double the value of her gold
holdings in terms of our dollars? Why then is she not in
2 position at the present time, with the enormous increase
in the value of her gold holdings in terms of our dollar, to
apply at least some of the increased value to the discharge
of her indebtedness to us? By devaluation of the gold con-
tent of our dollar, we have automatically cut the amount of
this indebtedness in half, in terms of American dollars.

If Great Britain and France show no disposition at the
present time to consider seriously the payment of these
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obligations, are we not justified in the conclusion that they
never intend to pay? And, if we are justified in this con-
clusion, should not our Nation, without further delay and
procrastination, look to some means or methods of enforcing
collection?

I realize that this is a delicate subject for discussion be-
cause of the diplomatic relations involved, but I submit that
public sentiment throughout the country over this question
is being aroused to such an extent that the American people
will soon be demanding action, and vigorous action, regard-
less of the consequences, in a final disposition of this matter.

I make bold to assert that there are means and measures
that can be taken by our country fo bring these debtors to
some sense of their moral and legal obligations. We have
recently thrown down the bars on the unlimited importa-
tions of liguor and wines from both Great Britain and
France info this country. I question the wisdom of this
policy when it appears to me it would be no more than good
business judgment for this Government to place an embargo
on such importations until such time as these two nations
would come to some terms on the payment of their indebt-
edness to us. There are other nations that are not in total
default or that do not owe us anything that could supply the
needs of our Nation with high-grade wines and liquors just
as well as Great Britain and France. Scotch whiskies are
no better than Canadian or Irish whiskies. French wines
are no better than Italian or German wines. Why permit
any defaulting nations to reap the harvest of the large im-
portations of these wines and liquors, so long as they refuse
to make an honest effort to discharge at least a substantial
part of their large past due indebtedness? It is only by
such an embargo on these and other articles that can be
imported as well from other countries against these default-
ing nations that we are ever going to collect any sub-
stantial sum. )

You know, and I know, that they are not going to faver
us in any particular trade relationships to enable us to gain
any advantage in international commerce. If I owe you a
sum of money, Mr. Speaker, and the matter of payment on
same is in dispute between us, it is only natural that until
the matter is adjusted in some definite terms, I am not going
to do any business with you to your advantage. That is
only human nature, and it applies to nations as well as to
individuals.

It is my firm conviction that unless our Nation takes some
immediate and determined steps to enforce such an embargo
against these defaulting nations we may as well decide that
we wiill never receive payment of this huge indebtedness.
Mr. Speaker, I favor such an embargo now.

THOROUGHNESS, COURAGEOUSNESS, AND UNSELFISHNESS

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting an address
by the gentleman from New York [Mr, CELLER].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOYLAN, Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following address by
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Cerier, at the com-
mencement exercises of boys’ high school of Brooklyn, Jan-
uary 31, 1934:

* Commencement ", at first blush, seems a misnomer. Why
should the “commencement®™ be the ending of a 4-year period
of instruction? It is like the Roman god, Janus, with two heads
facing opposite directions. Tonight marks the ending of a cred-
itable course of study and the beginning or facing of a new era
for each one of you. It is also like opening the door into another
room. Going through that portal marked “commencement”™ is
indicative of the fact that nothing in this life is conclusive.
There is never an . Just as the great Roosevelt said
recently, “ Civilieation does not stand still”, you, who make up
that civilization, cannot stand still. You must move ever on-
ward. Your triumph of 4 years is but the threshold leading to
another conquest, beyond which is another door leading to a
fresh experience.

It is well, however, at this state of your progress through life—
this resting wipe your brow and take out a compass
and sextant to find your whereabouts.

You will discover that we are living in parlous times—times that
try men’s souls. In the protected swroundings of boys' high
school, you may not have fully realized the economic perils that
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besiege us. One can never see the mountain near. One must
permit one’s self a perspective before one can appreciate the
majesty and magnificence of the mountain. We who are making
history cannot grasp its full import. Posterity shall render the
true verdict.

It has been brought home to most of us, however, even our
youth, that we are in an economic maelstrom. The future looks
to you, vigorous youth, blest with 4 years of fruitful training, for
assistance and even leadership in the effort to steer our course
away from this perll. ,

As I look into your faces I see marked indelibly thereon utmost
sincerity, a will to achieve, and even a desire to lead. I know that
you do not wish to be dumb, driven cattle, but prefer to be the
heroes in the strife. I do not wish to be gullty of preachment and
have no desire to deliver a dull lecture. I would dispel the popu-
lar theory that Congressmen are given to drab and tiresome ora-
tory. This remark brings to mind one of my favorite stories. A
young lad was carrying a tremendous burden of newspapers and
magazines. A sympathetic old lady, seeing him stagger along under
their weight, said, “ My poor boy! Don't you find those papers
tiring? " * No ma'am,” he said, “I never read them.”

I hope I may not be tiring.

In the pursuit of my own ideals and guest for happiness since
my graduation in 1906 from boys’ high school, I have found that
one more easily avolds the pitfalls and levels the barriers if one
is thorough, courageous, and unselfish.

Many of the tragedies of public and private life are caused by
fallure to think things through and act them through. We find
the dilettante everywhere. His is an easy, care-free existence. He is
rarely a success and most often a complete fallure. Comparatively
few men take the time to get to the heart of a matter, but, ever
remember, that concentration is the price of success. Your train-
ing shall have been for naught unless and until you have learned
thoroughness. It may be a habit hard to acquire, but it is a
pearl of great price, Strange as it may seem, and this is said with
no desire to be offensive or hypercritical, one of the most promi-
nent men in the United States today, the veteran Senator Blank,
lacks thoroughness—congressional courtesy precludes my naming
him. In the slang of the moment, he is a “ trimmer.” He criti-
cizes mercilessly. However, he merely trims the edges and never
gets to the crux of the matter. It is a rather curious truth that
there never has been a bill passed by both Houses of Congress
which bears the name of Senator Blank., Let us look at the other
side of the shield. Senator WacnEr, quite the junior of Blank in
years and in service in the Senate, 15 a hard-working, hard-hitting,
thorough-going legislator. He works incessantly and proceeds from
the very edge to the center. Many bills bear his name. He is no
mere faultfinder.

One of my favorite characters In American history is Grover
Cleveland. He was by no means a genius. He did not have the
great intellectual qualities of a Hamilton or a Lincoln. He did,
however, possess a rugged honesty, firmness, common sense, and
complete thoroughness. When this country was in dispute with
England over the Venezuelan boundary line, Cleveland spent days
without end in studying the situation. No details were too great
for him to master. His Secretary of State Olney had prepared a
message of protest but with circumspect care and thoroughness
Cleveland revised it. It became an historical document and
brought proud England to her knees and forced upon her set-
tlement of the boundary dispute. It was Cleveland's courage
and thoroughness that prevented Great Britain from making a
willful aggression upon the South American Continent in viola-
tion of the Monroe Doctrine.

In the journey along life's highway, courage is a prime requi-
site. President Roosevelt's outstanding characteristic is courage.
When he embarked upon his public career, he must have vowed
that he would banish indecision and vacillation. When he was
Governor he was confronted with the charges against Mayor
Walker., He had to make a quick and courageous decision. He
took his political life in his hands. He knew that a judgment
against the mayor involved the hostility of a huge political or-
ganization that would wreak its vengeance upon him. Roose-
velt cared not and vigorously decided against the mayor. This
‘“:1 courage of the highest order. Achilles could be justly
envious.

Within a few minutes of taking the oath of office as President
of the United States, he was faced with making a decision which
was, to my mind, the most momentous in the history of our
country., The banks of our Nation were closing with astonish-
ing rapidity. A crisis had been reached. Something had to be
done immediately. Rare wisdomm was required. Roosevelt was
keenly aware that action was imperative. Indecisiveness was
inconceivable. Experience and training had taught him that
vacillation in such instances invariably meant tragedy. In the
language of Hamlet, " If 'twere done, ’twere well 'twere done
quickly.” He took pen in hand, and without hesitancy, signed
the order proclaiming the national banking holiday. History
does not reveal the name of the monarch or President who, upon
his immediate assumption of power, closed all the money marts,
banks, and exchanges of a nation. It took courage of an un-
earthly order to do this. It is this type of courage you should
take unto your own hearts. It is such courage that solves the
multitudinous problems which now confront us.

It was this same brand of courage which caused the immortal
Lincoln, as a matter of military expediency, to draft the Eman-
cipation Proclamation.

Let me {llustrate with another historic incident. Jefferson
Davis was President of the Confederacy. Judah P. Benjamin,
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former Senator from Louisiana, was his Secretary of War. The
aristocracy of the South viewed him with disfavor. Jefferson
Davis, knowing Benjamin's rare ability, courageously refused to
force his resignation, among other reasons, on the score of his
being a Jew.

The Confederate armies had suffered a serious defeat with the
fall of Fort Donaldson at the hands of General Grant. The
popular hero of the South, Gen. Albert Sidney Johnson, was
killed. A had to be found. They seized upon Judah
P. Benjamin. Jefferson Davis, with rarest courage, refused to dis-
pense with the services of Judah P. Benjamin. He accepted his
resignation as Secretary of War and, despite public clamor, ad-
vanced him to the position of Secretary of State. His confidence
in Benjamin, in the light of subsequent developments, was amply
justified. It required, however, a tremendous fearlessness to with-
stand popular prejudice. This is the courage we expect of you
after graduation when you commence your careers.

You must be thorough. You must be courageous. You cannot

Aboriginal man fought nature. Not being satisfied with this
conquest he turned to fight other men. His greed and selfichness
wanted everything in sight. In this civilized age he has rot yet
learned to live and let live. He is a selfish, acquisitive creature
who must rule or ruin. Now, more than ever, in the era of the
new deal, he must learn to be his brother’s keeper. Until the
Nation acquires this knowledge and becomes selfless, the weak will
still be stricken down and the new deal shall have been for
naught. It is logical to suppose that we are in this economic
mess because the past generation was selflsh and greedy. It ex-
ploited and nearly exhausted many of our natural resources with
little thought for the future. With reckless disregard for the
individual, science substituted machinery. Technological displace-
ment of laborers by machinery has caused untold misery and has
resulted in the amassing of great wealth for the favored few.

Verily, we must agree with Robert Burns when he says, * Man’s
inhumanity to man makes countless thousands mourn.”

Never more shall we permit, and you, the future leaders of
the country must help in this regard, a Carnegle, or a Frick, or
a Rockefeller, to selfishly and greedily acquire their millions
through the sufferings of countless individuals. Theirs was selfish-
ness on a grade scale. The Carnegie libraries cannot wipe out the
stigma. The Rockefeller benefactions cannot make amends for
the havoc wrought. It reminds one of a man condemned for the
murder of his mother and father and who asks for clemency on
the ground that he is an orphan.

Mr. Wiggin, of the Chase National Bank, yielded to the smug
ethics of the age of greed. We read that while with his right
hand, in 1929, he was ostensibly stabilizing the stock market,
with his left he was authorizing his private corporation to make
millions by selling short the stock of his own bank. In the fol-
lowing years, when the salaries of his employees were being cut,
and the equity of his stockholders depreciated, Mr. Wiggin ac-
cepted a princely sal from his bank. When he retired, rich
in a land of suffering, he accepted, in spite of his poor manage-
ment, an annual pension of $100,000. An outraged nation forced
him to let this go. Imagine, however, the brazen effrontery.
That shall never happen again.

Never more shall you permit a Mitchell to escape payment of
just income faxes by deceitful and self-serving means, Happily,
Insull will soon be brought to book. Never more shall you permit
a Clarence Dillon or a J. P. Morgan to speculate ruthlessly with
other people’s money. These men swept aside all honor and
decency to satisfy their own cupidity. They ruled like the kings
of old. Some of them have abdicated. A number yet remain, It
is for you to cause their thrones to totter. It is well to recall what
Roosevelt sald in his inaugural address, concerning the practices
of these unscrupulous men: * Money changers stand indicted in
the court of public opinion, rejected by the hearts and minds of
ﬁneﬁ." Roosevelt has started to curb the money oligarchy of the

ation.

‘We must help him crush and destroy it utterly. We have passed
banking-reform bills, bank-deposit guaranties, Federal securities
acts, and have recently demonetized the dollar. Much remains to
be accomplished in order to destroy this oligarchy and make the
new deal a reality—to make the Nation less selfish and more
selfless. We must license the New York Stock Exchange, the New
York Curb Exchange, and all other commodity exchanges. We
must prevent the operation of nefarious pools and predatory short
selling and other cbjectionable practices, so as to put the last nail
in the coffin of the wizards of high finance. A thoroughly aroused
public opinlon is necessary for this. We look to you—courageous,
selfless, and thorough—to help in this fight.

Walter Lippmann recently stated: “ There is no mistaking the
conclusion that we are in the midst of one of the great revolu-
tionary periods of history and that upon our generation and its
successors the task is imposed of discovering and establishing a
multitude of new relationships among the peoples of this planet.”

We look to you, the future leaders of the race, to help us tide
over this revolutionary period.

There is imposed upon you the duty of discovery and working
out these new relationships.

We must help the Nation reafirm the Golden Rule and reor-
ganize our economic life on an equitable basls. We must redis-
tribute supply to equal demand and espouse a soclal responsibility
gide by side with a healthy self-interest. Let there be a truce to
greed. To you the Nation in part looks for leadership in the
rescue, in the recovery, in the new deal,
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MONEY AND THE CONTROL THEREOF

Mr. PIERCE. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, Will Rogers has said that
there are two kinds of crazy people, those locked up in
asylums and those still at large who think they have
solved the money question. I have no desire to be included
in the latter class. However, I cannot refrain from dis-
cussing this important question which is uppermost in the
minds of those giving thought to our present economic dif-
ficulties. We, of the West, do have definite convictions on
this subject. On behalf of the producing citizens of Oregon,
whom I represent in this Congress, I feel it my privilege and
duty to make a few observations upon money and the
control thereof.

USE OF METAL AS MONEY

Centuries upon centuries ago, when our ancestors were
taking their first steps in civilization, all trading or ex-
change of property must have been by barter: a cow ex-
changed for a horse, a sheep for a piece of woven goods.
Slowly, but surely, our ancestors came to recognize various
different articles as mediums of exchange between different
commodities traded. Almost everything has been used for
money: cattle, sheep, wampum, gold, silver, and iron.

Somewhere back in the mystic past, some enterprising
chap commenced to use gold as the measurment for articles
traded, those pieces of rock which he found in the river
beds and the mountain ledges. We have today in our mu-
seums gold and silver coins out of Western Asia that were
stamped fully 3,000 years ago. I do not believe that gold
and silver were placed in the earth, by the ruler of the
universe, for the sole purpose of being used as money by
mankind. It just happened that way. These metals were
scarce, hard to find, and limited in quantity. They could
be easily divided, had a peculiar luster, and have been pre-
cious through all the ages. Stamps of the governments of
the world give value to gold. It is the refusal of that stamp
to silver that has caused its decline in value, when measured
in gold. The so-called “ intrinsic value ” is a myth, a mis-
nomer. We might say wheat has an intrinsic value, or
value within itself, because it will sustain human life. Gold
and silver will not so sustain life until exchanged for those
things that a man must consume in order to live. The wor-
ship of gold and silver is a fetish from savage days. Hu-
mankind only slowly gives up traditions and ancient cus-
toms. For this generation, and perhaps for several genera-
tions yet to come, gold will continue to be the measuring
stick in the world’s trading centers: the article that will
now, and probably for generations, continue to, settle trade
balances between nations.

All of the monetary gold in the world could be put into a
36-foot cube. It could all be put into the hold of an ocean-
going ship, and then form only a part of the cargo. The
total of all the gold in the world amounts to only about
twelve billions, weighing about 24,000 tons. Suppose it were
sunk in the middle of the Atlantic Ocean, and also all of the
silver, would that mean the end of all things? I ask my
gold friends to conceive a world in that condition. Does
that mean the crops would not grow? No more grass?
Would that cause trade.to cease and civilization to break?
What nonsense? But, to hear some of the money experts
talk in this House, you would conclude at once that the
rains would cease to fall, and the crops would fail to grow
and ripen and men would revert to savagery if anything
happened to the present money system. I cannot see nor
find anything sacred or absolutely necessary in metallic
money, still I recognize, as you must, that the gold ounce
is today and has for centuries been the yardstick that meas-
ures value in the world trade centers. It is not the Ameri-
can dollar, the English sovereign, nor the French franc, but
the gold ounce which is the world's yardstick.

Civilization has not advanced in a steady climb from the
caves to the present wonderful, but really only half-bright
day. The story of man tells us that highly civilized nations

have given way to advancing savage hordes. It would seem
that, after all our marvelous achievements in the arts and in
science, we ought to be able to devise some sensible medium
of exchange, so people and nations could more easily ex-
change commodities without dependence on any metal.
That advance certainly lies in the future.

MONEY AND CIVILIZATION

Many causes have been given by different historians as the
reason for the fall of Rome in 476 AD. Whether it was one
cause or the combination of a dozen that brought that most
famous civilization of the ancient world down to the dust
need not be disoussed, but one observation I would make
today. I would recall to your minds that when the savage
northern tribes overcame Rome and murdered her senators
within their marble halls there was less than 10 percent of
the amount of gold and silver in Rome than was there 400
years earlier in the days of the Caesars. The mines had
failed fo yield, trading had ceased, the Dark Ages had begun.
Money, metallic money, had largely disappeared.

When the bold, hardy adventurers of western Europe dis-
covered and distributed the immense accumulations of gold
and silver from Mexico and Peru they increased the gquantity
of metallic money 20 times; they gave to the world a new
impetus in trade which increased by leaps and bounds. Man
shook off the lethargy of a thousand years, and a modern
world was born amid a flood of gold and silver.

When Marshall discovered the yellow rocks in Sutter’s
millrace in California, in '49, he unknowingly gave the world
a forward push into heretofore untrodden ways of greatness
and conquest over nature.

Whenever you look through the dusty books and read of
the doings of man you will find that, after a marked increase
in the world’s stock of gold and silver, conditions have vastly
improved. For many years now gold and silver have not
been coming from the mines in sufficient quantities to keep
up with the demands. The arts and sciences constantly take
a large percentage of the world’s output, and there have
been no new large recent discoveries like California, the
Rand, and Klondike.

THE GOLD STANDARD

Two Nations, the United States and France, have two
thirds of the world’s known monetary gold. Every nation
is freezing with a deathlike grip to the gold it controls.
The United States possesses today the largest stock of gold
ever accumulated at any time by any nation in human
history. A few days ago I saw in New York tons of gold in
bars and bags buried in the vaults of the Federal Reserve
bank, 45 feet beneath the sea level. It is truly “ sterilized ”,
seemingly as useless as when buried in the mountain ledges.
Almost 40 percent of the world's monetary supply of gold is
in the United States.

Were we on the gold standard today, freely redeeming our
currency in gold, our storehouse of yellow metal, more than
9,000 tons, would vanish like a morning mist before the July
sun,

We did not retire from the gold standard voluntarily, we
were forced off. Had not Roosevelt acted swiftly and firmly
when he took the oath of office on the 4th of March 1933,
all of the gold in the country would have disappeared into
hiding places. The country had completely lost confidence,
We had, at that time, almost $58,000,000,000 of bank de-
posits, and most depositors wanted gold to bury in safety
deposit boxes, ship to Europe, or hide in some old mattress,
We then had, in metal money, less than 8 percent of the
total of bank deposits which were, supposedly, payable in
gold. We should pause to consider the startling position we
were in so far as credit was concerned. The Nation's busi-
ness, in its most prosperous period, was conducted through
credit and not with metallic money. The great pyramid of
credit on such a small money base was one of the causes of
our financial break. In the future, we may see the same
type of credit system built up without the necessity for a
metal base—and, that, perhaps, is our distant goal.

I repeat, going off the gold basis was not a matter of
choice, as our monetary system is now organized. It could
not possibly have been avoided. We cannot return to the
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single gold standard with our great volume of business.
That kind of deflation would ruin those few solvent institu-
tions and people still remaining. The adherents to the gold
standard say we have simply lost confidence. Indeed, we
have, and it is not going to be restored by further deflation.
The fifty-eight billions we recently had in checking accounts
in this country have been decreased about one third. The
velocity of trade has been reduced more than one half.

QUANTITATIVE THEORY OF MONEY

By the “quantitative theory ” we mean that commodity
prices are regulated by the quantity of money. This theory
is correct when all the factors are considered, namely, the
gold, the silver, the currency in circulation, the substitutes
for currency, like checking accounts and other credits, and
also the velocity or speed of trading or turnover.

It requires no great amount of reasoning to prove to an
unprejudiced mind that if the quantity of gold basic money
were now doubled the prices of commodities would advance,
unless hindered by an extraordinary surplus of any par-
ticular commodity. Cut the quantity of gold in half and
prices would shrink. The same law holds good in money
metal that all admit holds good in wheat. If the quantity
of wheat were to shrink one half this year, then the price
would rapidly advance. If the fields were to double their
yield, then the price, when measured in gold, would shrink.

What we need today is gold coming from the mines in
quantity and then a fair distribution thereof among nations
and people. We cannot have world prosperity and world
trade when the gold supply is hoarded by a few nations or
a few people. What the United States, what the world
needs is more money—more of the medium of exchange
that can be used to promote trade and business. Higher
prices for agricultural commodities must be brought about.
It is this higher price for commodities in the world’s mar-
kets that we need and must have. World prices, outside of
national borders, are not affected by checking accounts nor
by issues of currency. This has been proven beyond doubt
in Russia and Germany, When those countries issued un-
told billions of marks and rubles, their issues of paper
money did not in the least affect the prices of commodities
in the world’s markets, though startling changes took place
internally. For instance, a colleague told me that his
brother, farming the ancestral acres in Germany, had strug-
gled for years under a mortgage of 15,000 marks. During
ihe inflation period he paid off this mortgage by the sale of
one fat heifer, but the heifer had no such unusual exchange
value outside of Germany.

Prosperity through higher prices for agricultural com-
modities assumes a greater purchasing power among the
employees of industry, and it assumes employment of all
workers at decent living wages. Prosperity cannot come to
one group or class. Where and when Government money
is being freely spent in relief or public works, conditions
have improved; but the disease that is eafing at the very
vitals of this Nation has not disappeared. Legislation of
the Seventy-third Congress has been largely palliative. It
is like rubbing a little salve on a desperately infected
wound. We must not deceive ourselves by using the term
“ depression ” and assuming that conditions will gradually
return to the old status. This is not a temporary depres-
sion. If is a world crisis and a change to which we must
adjust ourselves, It is shaking the very foundations of our
economic life. We are fast drifting infto general bank-
ruptey and financial chaos,

CONTROLLED EXPANSION OR REPUDIATION?

It is either cheaper money with higher wheat, corn, cattle,
butter, or else repudiation of the mountain of debts of the
individuals, municipalities, States, and nations. ¥You, bond-
holders of the Atlantic border, who largely control legisla-
tion through your bankers, can take your choice between
controlled expansion of the currency or repudiation. Three
thousand municipalities, along with many States of this
country, have defaulted on interest or principal, or rather
find themselves unable to pay. What buyers of municipal
securities could have realized a few short years ago that our
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Congress would pass legislation regulating municipal bank-
ruptcies?

Millions of farmers and business men are nearing the dan-
ger line of repudiation. The present situation is just a fore-
cast of what the future has in store. Do not dream for one
single minute that the danger has passed. It is estimated
that there are today more than 10,000,000 unemployed.
With their dependents, almost one third of the population
is on charity, and not consuming normally.

THE OUNCE OF GOLD

I heard an eloguent Congressman from Texas say a few
days ago in this House that the United States could safely
issue $15,000,000,000 additional currency and it would be suf-
ciently backed up by the required 40 percent of gold in the
Federal Reserve bank and owned by the Government. If
this currency were issued tomorrow and Government interest-
bearing bonds to that amount retired, it would save annually
nearly a half billion in interest, and internal business activ-
ity would take on new life. That currency would be better
than the bonds because it would have the 40 percent gold
backing. Both bonds and currency rest on the credit and
vitality of this Government. However, that great issue of
currency, while it would increase prices in this country and
stimulate trade and be beneficial, would not raise the prices
of exportable surpluses nor would the prices of wheat and
wool in Liverpool advance; nor would the prices of shoes and
other manufactured goods in South America be raised.

It is the world's commodity price level that must be ad-
vanced. It is futile to try to raise it by credit expansion.

I am told, on high authority, that one of the greatest dis-
appointments to the officials of the Treasury Department
is the fact that the deflation of the gold dollar to 59 cents
has not noticeably affected commodity prices. The Presi-
dent himself made that admission a few days ago. Does
anybody think in America today that France and England
care how many grains of gold we call one dollar? Neither do
we care how many grains of gold those countries put into
their sovereigns and francs. The gold ounce is the yard-
stick in the world’s marts of trade. Many people foolishly
believe that cutting down the grains in the American dollar
was equivalent to doubling the amount of gold. They lose
sight of the fact that balances between nations are not set-
tled by dollars and marks, but by weight of gold. The gold
ounce is still the standard for measuring values and will still
remain so, as far as we can now see, for generations.

Could the President have doubled the gold of the world
prices would have moved up rapidly. He did improve con-
ditions and stimulate mining by advancing the price of
gold to $35 an ounce, paid in American dollars.

The gold standard is of English origin. That country,
being an industrial nation, wanted low prices for food and
raw materials. When the gold standard depressed world
prices, so much the better for England, which was a buyer,
The world a few years ago had to have England’s manufac-
tured goods. Disraeli, the wise English statesman, said:

It is the greatest delusion of history to attribute the commercial
preponderance and prosperity of England to the gold standard.

David Hume, historian, wrote:

It is certain that since the discovery of the mines in America
industry has increased In all nations, which may be ascribed to
the increase in gold and silver.

Queer as it may seem, with the present psychology of the
world, we are all largely dependent upon the yields of gold
and silver. Metal money still represents and measures value
in the world’s markets.

BILVER MONEY NECESSARY

What has so depressed world prices for commodities? Is
it not primarily the shortage of gold, which is not sufficient
to sustain the commercial and credit needs of the world?
Secondarily, the cause may be ascribed to the low price of
silver when measured in gold. This prevents silver-using
countries from buying products from gold-using countries.
Silver has not fallen when measured by commodity prices,
but gold has increased in value as a result of legislation.
Laws can set in motion economic forces which affect values
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That is precisely what deliberate demonetization of silver
has done in the United States. Gold and silver were freely
coined at our mints from 1792 to 1873, for 81 years, at a
ratio of 15 to 1, or 16 to 1. These ratios were used because
the metals have come from the earth in about that propor-
tion. By the term “ratio of 16 fo 1” we mean that 1
ounce of gold has the same value or debi-paying ability as
16 ounces of silver. During the 81 years of bimetallism we
had no such currency troubles as we have had during the
last 60 years. The demonetization of silver was a deliberate
act by the privileged and powerful classes to increase the
values of their holdings.

There is no great amount of silver in the world. During
the World War England had to have 200,000,000 ounces of
silver for India. It could be obtained only in Washington
from the United States Treasury. Silver is mainly produced
as a byproduct. In 1920 it sold at $1.38 per ounce. No
great quantity came forth. It is now proposed to establish
a value of $1.29 an ounce, or 16 to 1, in relation to gold.
Bilver should be nationalized, the same as gold has been,
thus vesting in the government the title to all monetary silver
to be purchased at a price not exceeding 50 cents an ounce,
curbing speculation and giving the profit to the Government.

Two thirds of the people of this world use silver as their
basic money. On the Atlantic coast we rarely see a silver
dollar; the prevailing small currency is a paper dollar,
redeemable in one silver dollar, said to be deposited in the
Treasury of the United States.

If an unlimited demand is created for an article at a
certain price, any place in the world, that article will bring
that price, less the cost of taking the article to that place.

I believe this Government should make all the profit
honestly possible by reestablishing- the double standard of
money, or bimetallism; therefore, I think the Government
should, at once, purchase all silver offered for sale and
continue buying until the ratio with gold is 16 to 1. When
the price of silver reaches that ratio, then freely offer to coin,
or deposit in the Treasury, all gold and silver offered. If
deposited, then issue paper currency against the deposit and
give it fo those who bring the metals to the mints. By “ free
coinage ” is meant that there should be no limit on the
amount that may be brought to the mints for coinage. Why
should the Government buy either gold or silver after the
ratio is established? Open the mints as they were open from
1792 to 1873 to all owners of gold and silver to have the
metals tested for weight and fineness, By such action world
commodity prices would advance at once. Millions would
find jobs at living wages.

PAPER CURRENCY

I hold in my hand a $5 bill, issued by the Federal Reserve
Bank in New York. It was issued, it says, in the series of
1929, and it is stated on the face that it is “ national cur-
rency secured by United States bonds deposited with the
Treasury of the United States of America ”; and then, in
smaller type, “ or by like deposits of other securities.” What
does that mean? If it means anything, it means that back
of this $5 bill are $5 worth of bonds issued or debts incurred
by the United States, or “other securities.” I wonder if
“ other securities” could possibly mean bonds from busted
South American countries? * Other securities "—and that
is what it says on the face of the $5 bill—might mean any
sort of cats and dogs. Still this $5 bill floats freely in the
Capital of the Nation. With millions of this kind of money
floating in the land, no one has the right to yell his head off
about printing-press money. We have it today, but not
in sufficient quantities and not sufficiently evenly distributed
to give us the prosperity we should have.

How clearly the curious use of money is illustrated by the
story, current last year, of a stranger who deposited a $100
bill with the clerk of a hotel. The clerk paid it out on a
butcher bill. It traveled around the town paying “ butcher,
baker, and candlestick maker ” all day and was returned to
the hotel at night for payment of a bill. The stranger that
night asked for his $100 bill and luckily for the clerk it was
in the cash drawer when called for. 'The stranger then
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calmly lit his cigar with the money, remarking to the aston-
ished clerk that it was just counterfeit. It had, however,
paid several debts during the day. What is money? What
is value?

BIMETALLISM

The Government is now paying in Government interest-
bearing bonds $35 an ounce for gold. Why? That gold is
simply buried in the vaults, perhaps 45 feet beneath the
ocean wave. No reason on earth except fear. The bankers
fear they cannot retain their great privileges should we keep
our mints open to the free coinage of gold and silver at the
ratio of 16 to 1. For convenience of users, the gold and
silver is stored in vaults, and currency issued against it.
Why not give the currency to those who bring the metals?
You wonder, perhaps, why it is not done? I think it is be-
cause those who control affairs here, I mean the banking
group of the Atlantic border, fear that they would not then
control the medium of exchange as they do now, and by
controlling that medium of exchange they control the fate
of the world.

Where is the gold now? If you have any gold in your
possession you are breaking the law. If you dare to ship
any out of the United States the strong arm of the Goy-
ernment will take hold of you at once. Do not forget that,
with free coinage, there will be no cheaper money. An un-
limited market at a fixed ratio will prevent fluctuation in
value. I cannot agree with those who want to buy silver
and issue currency against it, and then redeem the currency
s0 issued at the bullion price of silver as measured in gold.
As I said at the beginning of this address, there is no good,
sound, sensible reason why the price of wheat, wool, and
cattle in Oregon should be influenced by the quantity of the
gold and silver that yearly comes from the earth. However,
we should never forget that the love of the metals has been
for generations ground into our very natures. Human na-
ture cannot be changed in a minute. We have to deal with
fixed traditions of mankind. I firmly believe the time will
come when the metal base for currency will be abandoned.
Silver is the only instrument available, other than gold, to
which legal fiat can be applied, as it is to gold.

A large increase of metallic reserves is essential as long as
we live under our present psychology. China, India, and
the United States have together two thirds of all the silver
used as money.

GOLD AND SILVER BOTH NECESSARY

There should be no dispute between the gold men and
silver men. Gold men should welcome us, those who believe
in restoring silver, the bimetallists, to help in the fight
against unlimited paper expansion. The paper standard is
new. During most of the world’s history we have had only
gold and silver as the medium of exchange.

Opening our mints to free coinage of silver means doubling
the metal money of the world at once; it will have the same
effect as if there could be found and thrown into circulation
24,000 tons of gold. Free coinage of silver will not prove a
panacea for all the dangers that hang over our civilization
but it will double the metal base of the world, and will
materially increase the price level of the world’s commodities.
It will insure the payment of many an obligation that is
sure to be repudiated under present conditions.

I hear someone refer to “ Gresham’s law ", that old Eng-
lish statement that cheaper money will drive out at once the
dearer money. They fear gold will disappear and we will
be on a silver base. Too bad. What are we on now? A fiat
base, the credit of the Government, that is all. We refuse
to redeem in gold. It is a crime to have gold in your posses-
sion to the amount of $100.

In this House we hear much about sound money. Our
President, in defining this term, said, “A dollar which will
not change its purchasing and debt-paying power during the
succeeding generations.” How are we going to establish such
a yardstick? What the President means is a yardstick stable
in the terms of goods and acceptable in the world’s trade.
Gold is the safest store of value ever known. It is not.
however, and never has been, stable in terms of goods.
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TRADING WITH SILVER NATIONS

In the Pacific Northwest we raise a large quantity of wheat
that must be exported. Its former market was northwest
Europe, where for half a century or more it found a ready
sale. The prosperity of our beautiful country rests upon the
number of ounces of gold which can be obtained for a cargo
of that wheat in Liverpcol. Full well do we know that this
Government cannot continue through a long series of years
to bolster the price of wheat by the so-called “ voluntary
allotment plan” and by shipping the surplus out of our
country at a governmental financial loss of millions,. What
will bring prosperity to my State is for a cargo of wheat to
sell in Liverpool for double the number of ounces of gold
that it does now., That end can be reached by increasing
the quantity of metal money. If the export surplus wheat
cannot be traded for gold, if the mines refuse to yield fast
enough, and scientists have not yet learned to extract it from
the ocean, then let us add silver to the gold, thereby doubling
the quantity of metal money.

But I hear someone say silver is not equal to gold. Surely
it is not. But it will answer the same use and the same
purpose and the relation or ratio is easily established. Make
it possible for the man selling that cargo of Oregon wheat
in Liverpool to take in exchange a certain number of ounces
of either silver or gold. The exporter can bring those ounces
of precious metal back to the United States, where they will
be interchangeable at a fixed ratio. That will bring pros-
perity to the State of my adoption, which I am honored to
represent on this floor. Our Western Conference of Gov-
ernors has officially taken the stand for silver. Congress
does have under the Constitution the right to “ coin money
and regulate the value thereof.” That power should not be
delegated to any man or group of men. We could by legis-
lative act rule that 5 grains of gold will be $1. It will not
affect the Liverpool price of wheat any more than the Presi-
dent’s Executive order affected that price when he fixed the
dollar at 59.06 cents.

The Dies bill, which passed the House, is not a money bill.
It is an agricultural bill. It will aid the farmer to find a
market for the exportable surplus by making it possible for
the foreign purchasers to pay in silver at a value of 25
percent over the world price of that metal. Then that
bullion silver may be deposited with the United States Treas-
ury and paper currency issued ageainst it at a value of $1.29
an ounce.

Inflation is the bugaboo that scares so many. When I
was a small boy, many preachers thought it necessary to
keep before the people the horrors of hell in order to make
them behave. So are our banker friends constantly remind-
ing us of their insurance policies and what might happen to
them, saying “ They will not buy so much in the days of
higher prices; insurance policies will not be as valuable.”
Inflation is warned against as the darkest pit info which we
could possibly fall.

FEAR OF INFLATION

No other argument is more frequently used, on this floor,
against silver than this one. “If you decrease the value of
money, how about the wage earner? What about the invest-
ments and income of the great foundations and of the bond
holder? His real income will be cut down as much as your
income is increased ”, they say. Then students often say to
me, * Inflation will not help your kind. You will get more
for your wheat and cattle, but everything you buy will be
correspondingly higher.” They all forget that interest and
taxes, debts, are large items. They will not advance because
of more money. Taxes may, after a time. Before then, the
bond clipper and wage earner and insurance policy holder
are sure to have lost all they have had. The way we are
now going, repudiation and bankruptecy stare us in the face.
It is either a higher price level or a disaster ahead which will
be far worse than anything we have yet seen.

In the home of an official in Washington I was recently
shown a piece of German currency of the inflation period.
It called for a billion marks. My brilliant friend said, “ That
is just what you are trying to bring on in this country,
Governor.” No intelligent and honest man believes in un-
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controlled inflation. It is only an extremely small percent
of our citizens who would willingly endanger or embarrass
the Government in that manner. Well do we know today
that Germany deliberately and intentionally made her
marks valueless by issuing billions which she never intended
to redeem or pay. Millions upon millions of dollars were
taken out of the United States for German marks sold here,
and then deliberately Germany made that currency valueless.

We are often reminded that Lincoln issued greenbacks in
the time of the Civil War. He did, to the amount of almost
half a billion. In no other way could he have paid the sol-
diers. The Southern Confederacy issued greenbacks and
thereby prolonged the war., They could not pay their sol-
diers in gold or silver because it was not in the land. There
was nothing to do but to use their credit. Of course, their
greenbacks could not be redeemed, any more than all of the
debts that were accumulated in the boom period of 1929
can be paid.

We often hear the expression “ not worth a continental ”,
having reference to the old continental money issued by the
revolutionary fathers in the most trying days of the revo-
lution. The issue of that money made possible the success
of the American Revolution.

OWNERSHIP OF SILVER

Bimetallists have recently been falsely accused by some
Government officials and part of the press of attempting to
make profit out of free silver. Bimetallism is a religion with
many of the men who have been students of the history of
money for years. There is scarcely a bimetallist in our land
who owns or controls any quantity of silver. The only gain
we seek is our part of the general prosperity that we know
is sure to follow. Pass the Wheeler bill, introduced by Sena-
tor WHEELER, of Montana, S. 70, and business would take
on new life, as it did when tons of gold and silver came out
of Mexico and Peru. If will have the same effect as great
discoveries of gold and silver have had since the dawn of
history.

America is today a creditor nation of the world. Very
reluctantly do we import; we desire to export in great quan-
tity. We apparently feel that we can no longer lend money
to nations and people who have so brazenly repudiated their
debts. We thus occupy an impossible position. If we refuse
to buy goods, how are nations to buy from us? To retreat
from the world’s markets is exceedingly dangerous.

THE REMEDY

I am not so foolish as to believe that all our ills can be
cured by opening our mints to the free coinage of silver.
While I believe that the manipulation of money has been
largely the cause of our trouble, I recognize that the coming
of the machines has had very much to do with the break by
adding many millions to the bread lines. If you wonder
what has become of our money and credit, take a trip over
Washington and see the unending lines of cars, automobiles
of all kinds, and then think this is only one city out of
hundreds. The internal-combustion engine, the trucks, the
tractors, the automobiles, and the busses have had very
much to do in bringing the country to financial ruin. We
cannot now give up the machinery, It is here to stay. We
must adjust ourselves to its use. Machinery has been a
tremendous factor in piling up the wealth of the country
into a few hands.

Before there can be any revival of prosperity there must
be a general redistribution of wealth by income and in-
heritance taxes, so all may live in decency. Our tax system
must be readjusted under a plan of ability to pay, and, ahove
all things, interest or rental on the use of money must be
brought down to a just and reasonable amount, not greater
than the annual increase of wealth, about 2 percent.

Ruined by greed and privilege with its attendant political
corruption, we seek relief from unbearable condifions, We

have experimented for over 4 years. A remedy lies at hand, .
a remedy that we can use, a remedy that conforms to tradi- -

tion, a remedy that conforms to history, a remedy that can
be easily understood, and that is the free and unlimited
coinage of silver by the United States at a ratio of not
greater in debt-paying power than 16 to 1.
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RECKLESS, UNTRUTHFUL PUBLIC STATEMENTS BY ASPIRANTS FOR
CONGRESS ARE ANSWERED BRIEFLY BECAUSE THE PUBLIC SHOULD
KNOW THE TRUE RECORD
Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

speak on a matter of personal privilege.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FREAR. I am entitled to an hour as a matter of
personal privilege, but will take only a limited time to discuss
a matter that may affect any Member. In all the time I
have been a Member of the House, I have never had occa-
sion to rise to a question of personal privilege to reply to
statements made back in my State which are dishonest and
unfair in regard to any record vote cast by me in the House.
I voted against the Philippine oil proposition on the tax
bill in committee and in the House, and, as the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. SHALLENBERGER ], Who offered the amend-
ment, and the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. DoucH-
ToN], chairman, and every member of the committee knows,
I took active part in that debate. It has been said in my
district, a dairy district, by ignorant or unscrupulous speak-
ers, that I supported the Philippine oil proposition, and it
has been published in a number of newspapers down as far
as Madison, the State capital, where I was defended by the
press. That attracted my atfention to the canard.

Mr. Speaker, I rarely respond to unjust and unprovoked
attacks from candidates looking for the office I hold. In
such cases the purpose and animus by rival candidates is
so well known that constituents are expected to measure
political promises, pledges, and criticisms at their true value.
For that reason I have made no answer or rejoinder to false
statements of such candidates ordinarily deserving reply,
but a leading editorial justly criticizing one of these political
critics causes me to insert in the Recorp a letter of thanks
received and a brief correction of repeated false statements
made by this same critic. It is included in a letter of reply
I sent the editor who kindly defended me from the false
charge:

Hon. Wintiam T. Evius,
Publisher Capital Times, Madison, Wis.

Dear Mr. EvouE: Thanks for vigorous defense of my record in
the leading Times editorial of the 14th instant, with your exposé
of record of Assemblyman Donley, an announced Democratic can-
didate for Congress.

The absurdity of his charges as to my record on Philippine coco-
nut oil 1s in its misstaterment of fact inexcusable under the
circumstances. Every Member of Congress knows that I supported
Governor SHALLENBERGER’S oil-tax amendment in our committee to
keep out hundreds of millions of pounds of imported oils and
other substitutes that affected the dairymen of Wisconsin and
other States. Congressman SHALLENBERGER is a Democratic leader
of the House, with a Nation-wide reputation for honesty and abil-
ity, and when he heard of false statements made by Mr. Donley
through the press as to my votes and record, he sent me the
following letter, which speaks for itself:

“DeAr ConGrRESSMAN FreaR: I wish to thank you on behalf of
every dairy farmer in this country for your support in our comi-
mittee and the House of my amendment shutting out foreign oils,
now reaching over 600,000,000 pounds annually. Every vote you
cast was against these oil imports and for the farmer,

“ Bincerely yours,

WasHINGTON, D.C., May 17, 1934.

“A. C. SBHALLENBERGER.”

Chairman DovucHTON, of the Ways and Means Committee,
just reminded me he would also say that every member of
the committee knew of my active support of the Shallen-
berger amendment as well as of the tax bill.

Leading farm representatives write me in reference to Mr,
Donley, a candidate and critic, saying that three Farmer Union
county conventions in the distriet invited him to come and defend
his assembly record of violation of promises to farmers, but that
he refused to appear. Possibly more important, the Assembly
Journal of January 23, 1934, discloses that this same Donley voted
against Resolution 64 A, memorializing Congress to give the Ameri-
can people a right to vote on war before Congress declares war.
That right, which he opposed, would prevent needless wars. I
make no charges and rarely indulge in personalities in campaigns
or at other times. If false in one case, it should discredit this
witness thereafter.

I thank you, first, for exposing the record of this critic and,
second, to say his criticisms were both untrue and without possible
excuse.

Sincerely,
JAMES A. FREAR.
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Mr. Speaker, every man has a right to be a candidate for
any office. No criticism has ever been made by me of any-
one from that fact. Many candidates seek to disparage any
official whom they wish to succeed. That is their only
method of campaigning and practice, ordinarily condemned
by every reasonable, thinking person. Records and respon-
sibility, not abuse, is the test of qualifications by which
candidates should be measured.

I have no purpose to enter into a bitter campaign for the
honorable place I hold, because my record is well known and
constituents do not need be told. Regular endorsement by
reelections indicates conscientious performance of duties has
been given. If other candidates believe differently, the
people, who are not easily misled, always decide the issue.

Those who have known my record as assemblyman, State
senator, secretary of state, and Representative will not be-
lieve the barrage of falsehoods and misstatements which are
beginning to appear from who desire to hold the position
I now occupy.

From the days when I pressed for passage the first State-
wide primary bill in Wisconsin to the long list of Federal
laws since passed the work has been constructive and valu-
able to the people. Representing agriculture consistently,
I have ever sought correctly to represent and give helpful
advice and legislation to dairy farmers, to labor, and all
others I represent.

Forward progressive laws urged by the President for like
reason have been supported. No political differences in Con-
gress are to be found in such service. Frequent conferences
here by men before the general relief commissions, together
with letters, telegrams of advice to every county on drought,
floods, and general-relief measures, have been sent to save
delay and needless suffering.

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful for generous words received in
the past and offer this brief statement fo say that no act
or purpose, to my knowledge, has ever run counter to the
progressive legislative work we are advancing necessary to
aid a distressed public.

Without control of any press or news publications, but
through courtesy of a few papers, I have endeavored fo
keep constituents advised of congressional proceedings from
the standpoint of a participant and not from that of critics
who may be prejudiced because of their own candidacies.

Because of heavy printing expense, I am not sending
speeches made on a variety of subjects of public welfare in
the House, but include herewith a statement prepared by
others cognizant of the facts affecting several measures sent
to a limited number to explain the status of the Frazier bill,
in which many thousands are interested; it also gives in-
formation on other matters of importance,

In answer to inquiries as to the status of the Farmers’
Union Frazier bill, that primarily seeks to grant needed re-
lief to farm debtors, and other queries, this brief statement
is made:

Of 145 names required to sign Congressman Lemxe’s peti-
tion to discharge the committee from control of the Frazier
bill, 12 names were withdrawn by request of Democratic
leaders, according to Mr. Lemxe. If passed by the House,
he says it will pass the Senate, and assurances given him
were that the President would sign the bill. I was one of
the early signers and supporters of the Frazier bill back in
1932. A friend of both Senator Frazier and Congressman
Iezmxe, I know of ifs great need. I quote from the state-
ment so prepared by others:

Approval of Congressman FrEar’s record is found in strong
letters. BSenator Frazier said under date of June 23, 1932: “ You
have proven yourself a real representative of the people. I es-
pecially appreciate your fight in behalf of the farmers and labor.
You are to be congratulated on your success in helping to defeat
the sales tax, which was so 1y advocated by the great
financial interests; also by the fearless fight you have made to-
ward reducing Federal expenditures in general. * * * The
progressive voters of your State and Nation appreciate the good
work you have done. Wishing you success in your coming

primary and election, I am,
“Yours truly, “LyY~N J. Prazren.”
(Author of Frazier bill.)
John A. Simpson, former president of the National Farmers
Union, June 11, 1932, writes, * Dear Mr. FreEar: As the end of this
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session of Congress approaches, I want %o thank you for the
assistance you have given the measures introduced in the House
and endorsed by the National Farmers Union. I have watched
your record in Congress for nearly 20 years. I assure you that I
approve of practically every position that you have taken on
public questions, including war times, during that 20 years. I
sincerely hope you will be successful in your campaigns, both
in the primaries and general election, and thus the farmers have
your services in Congress another 2 years. Yours very truly,
John A. Simpson, president.”

These two leading friends of the American farmer helped roll
up 36,000 votes for your Congressman over that cast for President
Hoover last election because of allegiance to the farmers and work-
ers of our State.

Assistant Secretary of Labor McGrady writes: “ While the press
has stated that Congressman FreEar, of Wisconsin, has saved the
people more than $500,000,000 during recent years, I feel this
estimate is conservative. Your efforts in behalf of the people of
the country have well merited the title of ‘All-American Con-
gressman ', and I sincerely trust sometime I will have opportunity
of telling the people of Wisconsin of your devotion in behalf of
the workers of the United States. Sincerely yours, Edward F.
McGrady, Assistant Secretary of Labor.”

Federal Indian Commissioner Collier writes: “ Since 1926 Con-
gressman FREaR has been the best and most effective friend of
the Indians in Congress. No man in or out of Congress has done
as much for them.”

Governor Pinchot (Pennsylvania), Cleveland speech, April 2,
1932: “ Congressman FmeAR is one of the ablest fighters for the
square deal and one of the boldest and most persistent.”

“ Dear colleague, you are not afraid to fight, and you know how
to fight. You were a vital factor in saving the Government close
to $500,000,000. I know how important and valuable your aid was,
and so did President Coolidge.” (W. F. EKopp, former chairman
Labor Committee, Feb. 17, 1933.)

“I know what a brave and single-handed fight you made for
years for justice for the Indians,” (Harold L. Ickes, Secretary of
the Interior, Apr. 22, 1933.)

“ Mr. President, the sales tax was practically defeated in the
House largely under the leadership of a Member of Congress from
Wisconsin, Representative Frear,” (Senator La Follette, Sr., in
Benate debate.)

# I congratulate you progressives * * * There was removed
from the Ways and Means Committee (later returned) Mr. FrEag,
the biggest and bravest of them all, You dared not face in com-
mittee * + or on this floor the arguments he could pro-

sent."” (Record of debate, Dec. 16, 1925, Mr. RAINEY (now Speaker
of the House).)

United States Senator NYE won a great victory in the Senate to
investigate activities of war-munition makers and paid high com-
pliment to your Congressman when he introduced Mr. FrREAR’S
resolution on right to vote by the people before any foreign war
is declared, thus insuring its consideration by the Senate. John
Simpson wrote, February 4, shortly before his death, “I heartily
approve of your letter to the President, calling his attention to
the resolution you had infroduced on war.” Senator CarPEr, farm
publisher, wrote, “ Your address is the strongest argument in
favor of this step (a war vote by the people) I have ever read.”
Governor Scheideman, Wisconsin, writes, “I am in full accord
with the war resolution that you introduced in Congress.” Jane
Addams, a world-peace leader, writes,  Congratulations on the
fine position you have taken on war.”

Mr. Speaker, I do not claim to deserve all these good
words, but they seem useful in combating criticisms that
come from candidate critics. As stated at the outset I do
not ordinarily pay attention to false statements of candidates
made for the purpose of advancing their candidacy for office,
but no man of intelligence can believe the many letters from
which the above are quoted would be given to one entirely
undeserving,

Men high in the American Congress and in public life
rarely give voice to tributes I have quoted. If again a candi-
date, which is for the future to determine, it would be based
on the faith that constituents are not easily misled nor af-
fected by party lines when determining records and
performance of their officials in positions of public trust.
This is not affected by unfulfilled promises nor by claims of
performances not vouched for by any man of public promi-
nence. No one man materially changes the activities of
Congress. To serve one’s constituents faithfully and honestly
is a record, however, well worth having. That is vouched for
by a group of strong voluntary tributes quoted by those who
know the record.

Members of Congress are flooded with petitions, resolu-
tions, and correspondence on every conceivable subject,
including hundreds—yes, thousands—of bills and resolutions
out of more than 20,000 introduced. Sometimes these com-
munications come from organized propaganda and offen
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are inspired by proponents of a particular bill. A few days
ago I received one petition signed by 300 names or more -
urging support of a bill affecting the long-and-short railway
haul. It has always had my support, but with committee
and subcommittee hearings and other legislative duties I
was in a quandary how to reach the petitioners. The signed
pages were soiled and begrimed by hands that work. They
came from the railway-car shops in my home city. They
came from men who had known me since the days when as
a boy I worked in the car shops. Men who were anxious to
have their townsmen and Representative know their wishes.
For that reason I use this means of advising them that my
views are the same as theirs on the bill and always have been.

Mr. Speaker, may I be pardoned for recalling an incident
of long ago, when as a youth with a similar soiled petition of
several hundred names I stood in the Governor’s office at
Madison asking that “soil” be overlooked because every
name was that of a workingman, and often close, personal
friend. The petition asked for my appointment to fill a
vacancy as district attorney of the county, and I well re-
member the response that such “soil ” gave assurance they
were good citizens as well as hard workers. Whatever the
argument by petitions, about equally balanced in names,
endorsing two candidates, the Governor gave me the ap-
pointment. He, too, had worked with his hands and knew
the value of my endorsement.

From that service as district attorney it proved a stepping
stone to the State assembly, State senate, secretary of state,
and Congress, and throughout the years those friends in the
original petitions, succeeded by others, were among sup-
porters who welcomed me home each year. It may add
interest to know that that Governor Upham, long retired,
called on me in Washington with Major General Dunwoody,
under whom I had served when Dunwoody was a lieutenant
in the Signal Corps of the Army., Both were veteran sol-
diers and men who honored the uniform they wore.

I have always been grateful for these first petitions from
railway boys and the friendship they evidenced. In the
shifting course of politics it was hard for some of the friends
always to evidence their loyalty by their votes but no finer,
stronger, or better citizens ever lived, and when * dressed
up ” last fall at a reunion of railway employees held in my
home city, I challenge any audience to present a better or
finer appearance than the shopmen.

Railway employees have never had cause to question my
record because long ago I was one of them and acquainted
with conditions without argument because also based on
personal experience.

When the Frazier bill was urged I supported it because
I knew that indebtedness and taxes are among the farmers’
greatest burdens and worries. It is hard indeed to make
those without personal experience understand the necessity
for a reduction of both inferest rates and taxes before
farmers of the North can recover from their present distress,
Their tariff protection is threatened by changing currency
values, and many other troubles, like drought and milksheds,
disturb them which cannot be reached by legislation. Some
of these I have helped meet by securing aid from the
national relief agencies through Mr. Hopkins.

Nine of the 10 Congressmen from Wisconsin have signed
a petition to discharge the committee having custody of the
Frazier bill and thus give the House and later the Senate a
chance to vote directly on the bill. Senator Frazier believes
the bill can be passed by the Senate if first passed by the
House, but until opposition is withdrawn it is impossible for
all the delegations from the Northwest combined fo drive it
through the Senate. We are for it because it is just and
right in principle.

In conclusion, I submit a commending brief editorial on
an accompanying communication furnished the magazine
the Living Church at its request, that reaches a subject
close to the heart of practically every citizen, because when
war comes every home is affected.

The present unprecedented depression and great suffering
in the world at large and among our own people is a ligiti-
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mate result of the last war. For that reason I trust the
extract, one of many I have discussed in and out of Congress,
may be of interest.

[From the Living Church (Episcopal), Milwaukee, Wis., issue of
May 12, 1934]

WHO WANTS WAR?
By James A. FREAR

(How many foreign wars would we have if (1) the people could
vote on them and (2) profiteering could be eliminated? At least
one Congressman believes these steps can and should be taken, and
he discusses In this article a constitutional amendment he has
proposed to that end.)

Not 1 percent of our people on the average want war and not 2
percent of our young manhood would volunteer for foreign war
service if called upon today. How, then, does war come?

The following resolution, one of several I have introduced in
Congress during recent years, may give answer to potent influences
responsible for fomenting recent wars throughout the world. Na-
tional ambitions, century-old hatred, and other influences are
always found, but other active agencies in a large part explain the
query, *“ Who wants war?” Appeals to patriotism, national de-
fense, and kindred efforts arouse the people to approve war and
are ever urged on Congress after decision Is reached by the
leaders responsible for war. No truer words were ever uttered
than those of President Roosevelt at the Wilson dinner last Decem-
ber when he declared wars are not made by peoples but by leaders.
A powerful and largely controlling influence for war is set forth in
the recitals preceding the proposed amendment to the Constitu-
tion I have introduced during the present session which reads as
follows:

“ Whereas House Joint Resolution 218—to grant a pre-war
plebiscite to the people, and for other purposes—was heard by the
Judiciary Subcommitiee, at which hearing the following responsi-
ble statement was made by witnesses:

“*‘The world today is spending something over $7,000,000,000
on armaments, in preparation for war, every year. * * *
President Wilson, General Smuts, Lloyd George, and others who
were closely assoclated with the drafting of the Covenant of the
League had become tremendously impressed during the closing
days of the great war in the very close connection between arma-
ment manufacturers and the governments of the countries in
which those factories lay. This committee went into the question,
and in 1921 brought in their report. Their conclusions were:

**1. That armament firms have been active in fomenting war
scares and in persuading their own countries to adopt warlike
policies and to increase their armaments.

'3, That armament firms have attempted to bribe government
officials both at home and abroad.

“*8. That armament firms have disseminated false reports con-
cerning the military and naval programs of various countries in
order to stimulate armament expenditures.

" ‘4. That armament firms have sought to influence public opin-
fon through the control of newspapers in their own and foreign
countries’; and

“ Whereas statements recently made to the United States Senate
by Senatfors in debate tend to confirm such powers alleged to be
exercised by munition makers; and

* Whereas request was made by the Judiciary Committee mem-
bers at the hearing that, to enable the Government to meet its
national defense plan, an amendment should properly be offered
to the resolution under consideration: Therefore be it

" Resolved by the Senaie and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled (two thirds of
each House concurring therein), That the following article is
proposed as an amendment to the Constitution, which shall be
valid to all intents and p a8 & of the Constitution
;thaet:s ratified by the legislatures of three fourths of the several

“ ARTICLE —

“ Congress shall have power to declare war only after the
proposition shall have been submitted by the President to the
several States and a majority of the States, at general or special
elections called by the Governors thereof, within 30 days or on
a day fixed by the President, shall have approved the same.
This amendment shall not be construed to prevent the President
from using the Army and Navy to suppress insurrections and to
repel invasions.

“ Whenever in his judgment war is imminent, the President shall
conscript and take over for use by the Government all the public
and private war properties, yards, factorles, and supplies, together
with men and employees necessary for their operation. No interest
or profit shall be returned for use thereof by the Government to
griv::ei parties in excess of 4 percent per annum, to be based upon

ax ues assessed the preceding year the munieipality in which
the property is situated. Y, i

“The right of the people to be secure in their persons except
as herein provided shall not be violated by conscription or forced
military service, but, when public safety demands, Congress may
provide for forced military service on the North American Con-
tinent and in no other place.”

Recitals are no part of a constitutional amendment put set forth
the reasons for its support. Prior to the Spanish-American and
World Wars, no clearly defined responsibility for such wars was
found. Destruction of the Maine was loosely charged to the
Spanish Government on one hand, and false propaganda of fright-
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ful brutalities, sinking of Americans, national Insults, and appeals
to war fostered by profiteering munition and other financial inter-
ests swept Cengress into the World War.

It is now known that recent wars have been fomented by those
who profit from war. A brief recital of findings by a war com-
mission as set forth in the foregoing resolution furnishes ex-
planation for many wars throughout the world that have been
instigated by manufacturers of war supplies. The March num-
ber of Fortune magazire, read on the floor of the Senate, con-
tained many pages relating to munition makers in practically
every large country. Their tremendous war profits were made
through material furnished to friend and foe alike for blood
money. .
FALSE PROFAGANDA PRECIPITATES WARS

Unfounded and purposely false war propaganda precipitated
this Government into recent wars. Appeals to mob psychology
through the press and other propaganda pressed on Congress
brought declarations of war. Not 10 percent of our pecple, it
was stated in debates, would have voted for recent foreign wars
nor would 5 percent of the 4,000,000 American youth conscripted
for war have volunteered for foreign service. War propaganda
knows to the full a mob psychology that reaches alike from lay-
man to the clergy. It causes men to see red and lose all rea-
soning power.

When in passion the individual kills. When uncontrolled rage
occurs, Congress legalizes wholesale killing by war. Fear to re-
fuse is as potent as desire to yield. The propagandist knows this
and plays on emotions and prejudices to get results. Men are
boys grown older, and brass buttons, gold braid, guns, and swords
appeal to nonthinking people, including youth, but machine guns,
poison gas, bombs, armed tanks have relegated all these to the
rear and entire companies with regiments are as easily wiped out
as single individuals were killed by sharpshooters in olden days.
Yet war glorles will be depicted when again war propaganda fires
the imagination. Trenech life, war horrors, sickness, death, and
futile results endangering civilization are all concealed by the
leaders who decide.

Shall we confess our faflure as a Government to meet the
hopes and plans for this great democracy? Lawyers split hairs
when interpreting the Constitution and its purposes. That task is
left for others, subject to one brief observation I would make on
wars. When our forefathers framed our bill of human rights,
they declared life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness their
goal. In every other land they saw the reigning sovereigns
decide when wars should come, so they wrote specifically that
Ca acting as representatives of the people, and not the
President should have the war power.

those days colonists were widely scattered, and it was
impossible to get quick information or knowledge of world affairs
until after long delay; in fact, the greatest battle of our second
war was bitterly fought without either side knowing that a peace
treaty had already been signed.

Recent history discloses that, contrary to the Constitution and
its framers, every foreign war from the Mexican to the Spanish-
American and European has followed a President’s mandate to
Congress. Even reelection of Presidents because against war have
proved futile to prevent war.

Probably 99 percent of our people, the vast majority of whom
want peace, are better informed on world events today than were
any of the war leaders of a cenfury ago, yet those who fight and
pay are given no voice in the decision. They make Presidents,
courts, and ses, but are helpless to preserve their own
guaranteed rights of individual and national life.

FRESIDENT ROOSEVELT TEULY BAYS LEADERS, NOT FEOFLES, PROVOEE
WARS

Congress and Presidents unitedly legislate, yet In protecting
constitutional rights the courts without hesitation reverse uncon-
stitutional law. A declaration of war once made cannot be
reached by the courts. That power, if exercised, rightly belongs to
the people to act in time and not to Congress, which latter body
under modern custom capitulates to a President, and the President,
following the example of kings of old, in his turn may be war
minded or misled by a deluge of false propaganda. Truly Roose-
velt says leaders, not peoples, provoke war. So let the people first
speak and there will be few if any wars. The people can make
Congress grant such rights of a plebiscite, thus avoiding needless
wars. Will they do so?

Thet situation threatens and in fact confronts us agaln when
peaceful men like ex-Secretary of War Baker with many other
war experts predict ancther European war soon to occur and
that our Government inevitably will join in that war. Not
until the leaders so determine will our allies’ names be definitely
known to our own people who are expected to do the fighting.
It is that preposterous situation I bave sought to meet by a simple
Constitutional provision that the people who fight and pay shall
first determine on venturing into another great war.

Bear in mind that Scandinavia, the Netherlands, Switzerland,
Spain, and other countries at war's threshold refuse to join in
cenfury-old conflicts that regularly embroil Eurcpe. It is sig-
nificant that peaceful America, 3,000 miles distant, was thrown
into the World War, and again war experts predict our inevitable
entrance into the next. Washington warned against foreign en-
tanglements. We disregarded that warning and the natural re-
sults followed.

What is the remedy when leaders, not peoples, determine war?
‘World statistics recite that 116,000,000 Christians of all denomina-
tions are found in North America, and 455,000,000 in like classi-
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flcations live in Europe, yet with this tremendous influence for
good in addition to millions of other beliefs and a vast army of
others not church affiliated, we are unable to prevent wars.
Praying to the same God for success at arms and glorying over
victories that come to our arms, we show little superiority to the
gensational metropolitan press that thrives on war, or those who
profit through war plunder.

The same force argument that caused Cain to kill Abel has been
exercised through the thousands of years that have elapsed.
Nations indulge in that justification for legalized, organized kill-
ing, reaching countless millions, for war fatalties are not con-
fined to battleflelds, but encompass civilization throughout the
world

Folfowmg the World War there was promised a revolution in
world sentiment against war. Its horrors were still with us. World
disarmament, reduction of armaments, Leagues of Nations, World
Courts, Kellogg Peace Pacts, and like peace movements were sin-
cerely urged by peace advocates, only to face the acknowledged fact
that, instead of a war to end wars, the last war and terms of settle-
ment laid the foundation for future wars certain to come.

Fierce armament building is greater by far than ever before
among European rivals and, sad to relate, Americans are among
these builders. It is only one of the countless evidences of the
war cyclone which threatens the world according to Baker, Hull,
Simonds, and many others.

PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECT DISCUSSED

My individual experlence and views are unimportant in the
discussion, but to explain briefly the reasons which may affect
judgment I inject a personal word and say I have no pride in any
family military record, although a direct ancestor was killed
leading his company in the Revolution and others fought in prac-
tically every war thereafter. I have had personal experlence of
many years in military service of which 5 were years in the Regu-
lar Army, and a company offered for war service, with 11 years in
the Wisconsin National Guard which with the Thirty-second Divi-
sion experienced 13,000 casualities in the last war. This may have
affected my judgment. A father and a son each served throughout
the last two great wars as volunteers and the military company
organized in my home town on my return from the Regular Army
during the last war lost 88 men killed, or died in France, during
the last war. More lives were losi by that company in one battle
during the war than the entire American Navy suffered.

As a Member of the last war Congress, conscious of influences
that forced us in, I have sought the only means to prevent, by
an amendment to the Constifution that will grant the people
the right to vote on war, to conscript war supplies when war is
imminent, and refuse to conscript American boys for European
wars, The President can place 20,000,000 men or more in the
ranks to prevent invasion or insurrection, but only by enlistment
of the church, women, and peace people who sometimes waste
energles in fulminations against war will we prevent entrance into
foreign wars.

Experience gives abundant proof of that fact. The average
American would pledge every man and dollar in defending this
country against invasion or insurrection, but In like manner op-
pose the Army stafi’s program of throwing millions of American
youth into the next European or Asiatic country which our war
leaders decide is to join us in another “ war to end wars" or again
* to make the world safe for democracy ", now largely lost through
many dictatorships. High-sounding purposes that catch the pop-
ular fancy will always be found, but war suffering means untold
losses of life, and human misery.

In urging my resolufion to permit the people to vote before
any declaration of war is made by Congress, I know full well that
Congress can be swept off its feet by terrific propaganda centered
on men placed on naval committees and other points of war van-
tage to represent such interests,

That would be impossible fo bring about if 30 days’ delib-
eration was had by the American people prior to and through a
plebiscite on war. Every nation is first interested in its own
safety. Selzure of war supplies by the President when war is
imminent will subdue war views of war profiteers, and knowledge
that American boys cannot be conscripted for foreign wars will
prevent cold-blooded, war-minded Army staff officers from unduly
urging that means of decision. These are all human estimates
that enter into the average war,

[From the Living Church, May 12, 1934]
A REFERENDUM ON WAR

Who, asks Congressman Frear in an article written at our re-
quest and published in this issue of the Living Church, wants
war? The question is certainly a pertinent one, because we hear
war talk on every hand, One would think, from reading the daily
papers, the secular periodicals, and even the religlous press, that
people all over the world are only awaiting a propitious moment
to unleash the dogs of war.

But who actually wants war? Presldent Roosevelt sald recently
that 80 percent of the people of the world want peace and are
satisfied with their present national boundaries, Of the other 10
percent it is primarily a few leaders and those who stand to gain
personally by the conduct of war who really want it; the rest are
mostly victims of propaganda.

But that brings us back to Congressman Frear's question and
his answer to it. Mr. FrEAr thinks it unlikely that, except in case
of actual invasion or internal insurrection, the American people
Would of their own volition vote for war if the issue were placed
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squarely before them. He therefore advocates a constitutional
amendment making a Natlon-wide referendum obligatory before
this country could engage in a forelgn war or send troops over-
seas for war p . At the same time he would limit war
profits to 4 percent and thus eliminate the opportunity for private
interests to gain by war. But the President is given full power
to use the Army and Navy and even to conscript civilians if neces-
sary to repel invasion or suppress insurrection.

A radical proposition, you say? Well, this i{s a democratic
country, isn't it? Then why shouldn’t the people be allowed to
vote on the vital question of war versus peace? Congress can be
swayed by propaganda and influenced by secret lobbles. It is
harder to propagandize 120,000,000 free citizens in fime of peace.
Moreover, when we select a Senator or Representative on some other
issue—prohibition or the tariff or what not—how do we know how
he is going to vote on a war resolution? Will he represent his
constituents fairly? Why shouldn't his constituents be able to
speak for themselves on a question of such vital importance?

We think Mr, Fresr is on the right track. Perhaps his proposed
amendment can be improved in some respects. But in its essen-
tials we believe it to be a genuinely progressive piece of legisla-
tion, in the best sense of that hackneyed term.

It is John Citizen who risks his neck in war, John Citizen who
leses his job by going away to war, John Citizen whose family
is left to shift for itself in his absence, and John Citizen who
pays for the war, Isn't it high time that we give John Citizen
the right to say whether or not he wants war before we ask him
to bear all of the burdens of it?

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr, Speaker, a few days ago I was
granted permission fo address the House today. I ask
un:.tnimous consent to defer that privilege until Tuesday
next.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks
unanimous consent that the special order by which he was
granted the right to address the House today be deferred
until Tuesday next. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

COTTON, CATTLE, AND DAIRY PRODUCTS

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Joint
Resolution 345, to provide funds to enable the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry out the purposes of the acts approved
April 21, 1934, and April 7, 1934, relating, respectively, to
cotton and to cattle and dairy products, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent that it be considered in
the House as in the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas calls up
House Joint Resolution 345, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk reported the title of the joint resolution.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent to consider the joint resolution in the House
as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I shall not object. This is a
resolution that the House ought to be told about, and I
assume that there will be no objection to the chairman of
the committee and myself having reasonable time to ex-
plain it.

Mr. BUCHANAN., Mr. Speaker, I assume that the House
will not be very strict in the matter of the extension of the
5-minute rule. If we consider this in the House as if in
Committee of the Whole, it automatically comes under the
5-minute rule.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object.
I wonder if we cannot have an understanding now as to the
time this resolution will take. We have a large District
Calendar today, and I think we ought to make some ar-
rangement right now in the House as to general debate.

Mr. BLANTON. But there is to be no general debate
upon the resolution. It will be read under the 5-minute
rule.

Mr. TABER. May I ask the gentleman from New York
if he is disposed to object to an extension under the
5-minute rule, so that we may properly explain the resolu-
tion?

Mr, BLACK. No. ;

Mr. TABER. No one intends to filibuster and take up
time.

Mr. BLACK. I know the gentlemen of the Committee on
Appropriations will not filibuster, but I have my doubts
about some of the other Members. If the Appropriations
Committee will stand by and fight a filibuster, all right.
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Speaker, I reserve the right to ob-
ject. That is a rather impolitic remark for the Chairman
of the Committee on Claims to make or for a member of the
District Committee to make, because if any Member here ob-
jected to this present request and forced the consideration
of the joint resolution into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, several hours could be
taken up in general debate. A refusal to object to the
present request shows a disposition not to take up time on
this resolution, but to expedite it and transact business.

Mr, BLACK. Generally, Mr, Speaker, I take my parlia-
mentary viewpoint from the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
BrLanton], but not on this. However, I have no objection.
I think the committee will be fair about it. :

Mr. TABER. Mr, Speaker, I think we ought to have an
opportunity to discuss the bill within reason, and I hope that
the gentleman will not object to that sort of thing.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. TABER. Is the resolution being read now generally
to be read later for amendment? What is the practice?

The SPEAKER. The resolution will be read now for
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, etec., That to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to
carry out the purposes of the act entitled “An act to place the
cotton industry on a sound commercial basis, to prevent unfair
competition and practices in putting cotton into the channels of
interstate and foreign commerce, to provide funds for paying
additional benefits under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and
for other purposes™ (Publie, No, 169, 73d Cong.), approved April
21, 1934, there is hereby appropriated and made available, pur-
suant to the authorizations contained in the said act, the funds
available for carrying into effect the provisions of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended, which shall be available for admin-
istrative and other expenses, and in addition thereto, the proceeds
derived from the tax levied under said act of April 21, 1934, are
hereby appropriated and made available for the purposes for which
appropriations are authorized to be made under the provisions of
section 16 (c¢) of sald act: Provided, That the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall transfer to the Treasury Department, and is author-
ized to transfer to other agencles out of funds hereby made avail-
able for carrying out said act of April 21, 1934, such sums as are
required to carry out the provisions of said act, including admin-
istrative expenses and refunds of taxes,

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last
word. I had hoped that the chairman of the committee
would speak first, because I do not want to attempt to ex-
plain the resolution in general. There is an item in this
paragraph which authorizes the employment of certain per-
sons to do certain things under the Bankhead Cotton Act.
I am not going to discuss that except to say that it calls for
the employment of about 17,300 men and women, some of
whom have been under employment of the A.A.A. The other
part of the bill calls for employing 5,000 additional, a total
for the bill of 22,300.

The rest of the bill relates to the cattle situation, and I
want to talk on that subject for a few minutes. The cattle
item is under the authorization of the bill which was passed
here in March and April and became a law on April 7, au-
thorizing an appropriation for the elimination of dairy and
beef cattle to the extent of $50,000,000, to enable the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to get rid of diseased cattle, and to
provide relief up to $50,000,000 by buying dairy and beef
products.

The estimate that has come in here is distributed in this
fashion, as appears on page 52 of the hearings:

For disease control, $24,000,000.

For the purchase and making available for distribution of
dairy products for relief, $25,000,000.

For the purchase and making available as beef for distri-
bution of 2,000,000 head of cows for relief, both dairy and
beef, at $25 per head, $50,000,000.

For benefit payments to producers cooperating in program
to control production, $44,000,000.
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For the purchase and distribution of cattle from drought=
stricken areas, at the discretion of the Secretary as neces-
sary, and reserve for other purposes, $6,000,000;

Total, $150,000,000.

Frankly, I can go along on the proposition to get rid of
the diseased cattle. I can go along on the proposition to
purchase dairy products and that sort of thing, $25,000,000,
but I do not feel we should go into the proposition of a
processing tax on cattle or on dairy products. If we go
into a processing tax, which will raise $100,000,000, in order
to raise $50,000,000 of it you would have to have a processing
tax of approximately 2 cents a pound on butter fat. To raise
$50,000,000 more, you would have to have a processing tax
of approximately 50 cents per 100 pounds upon cattle. That
proposition, in my opinion, would hurt the producer. I do
not believe it would help them a bit. When you have a
surplus of any agricultural commodity and put a processing
tax on it, it has been pretty well demonstrated by the wheat
and hog situation that that processing tax comes out of the
producer. It will put another burden on our farmer and
make his lot a little worse.

I think that this proposition of buying cattle in the drought-
stricken area is probably all right. I think it should be
done, I think it should be done out of the funds that are
provided for the relief; but I do not believe we should go
to the point of having a processing tax on either cattle or
dairy products. To my mind, we are getting further into
that than we should go at this time.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taser] has expired.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Without objection it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, TABER. I want fo call attention to the fact that the
Department, in coming before us, told us that they did not
know what the processing tax would be; that it would run
anywhere from $14,000,000 to $42,000,000, but, frankly, there
is no definite commitment. There was a definite commit-
ment when this bill was before the House that there would
not be any such processing tax, and I do not belieyve—and
frankly a lot of dairymen and a lot of cattle people do not
believe—but what the Department would put enough proc-
essing tax on the dairy and cattle industry to raise the
$100,000,000.

Mr. GOSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. 1 yield.

Mr. GOSS. How much loss would be assumed by the
Government if they did not?

Mr. TABER. Oh, it will cost the Government the $100,~
000,000 if we do not have a processing tax. There is no
question about that.

Mr. GOSS. Might it not cost more than that?

Mr. TABER. Not by this bill. If you appropriate $150,-
000,000, you will only lose $150,000,000, It would all be
included in that. Of course, insofar as getfing rid of dis-
eased cows is concerned, that is a governmental function
which has been going on for a long time; and it should be
done; and it should be cleaned up. It is estimated that
under this we would get rid of all of the tubercular cattle,
or practically all of them, which now exist. Unquestionably
that should be done. We would get rid of a very large
number of other diseased cattle, both beef and dairy. There
are at the present time unquestionably a larger number of
cattle than there were 6 or 7 years ago. I think the in-
crease in dairy cows runs from 23,000,000 up to 26,000.000
over the past 5 or 6 years.

Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. 1 yield.

Mr. HOPE. It has not been the policy of the Department
of Agriculture up to this time to impose a processing tax
on any commodity unless it met with the approval of the
producers of that commodity, as ascertained through meet-
ings with the producers and their representatives. Did
the gentleman get the impression from the hearings that the




9038 CONGRESSIONAL

Department might impose a processing tax on cattle or dairy
products without the approval of the producers being
secured?

Mr. TABER. Let me read to the gentleman, page 49 of
the hearings:

How much processing tax do you expect to get out of the cattle
Mnﬁ% Well, under the various plans considered, it will vary
ﬁ-amn £13,000,000 to $14,000,000 a year, up to three times that
muci.

That is taken from the hearings. Frankly, in view of the
fact that it was generally understood when the bill was on
the floor authorizing this thing, I am afraid that they will
put on a processing tax for the whole business.

. Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from EKansas.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman knows that the A.AA. very
recently submitted a plan covering the levying of a process-
ing tax on dairy products to the dairy farmers of the coun-
try, which plan was rejected by the dairy farmers. I under-
stand that by reason of that rejection the Department has
abandoned the plan, which would indicate, it seems fo me,
that they do not intend to force a processing tax on an
industry which does not desire it.

Mr. TABER. These hearings were held on May 8, just
about 10 days ago. Frankly, I believe that is the last word
from the Department. That is their last message, that
they are going to have a processing tax,

Mr, HOPE. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr, TABER. I yield.

. Mr, HOPE. I do not doubt but what the Department
may further try to sell the idea of a processing tax to the
producers, but I personally do nof believe they will try to
impose on the producers of any commodity a processing
tax when they do not want it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr, TABER., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 3 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. I do not believe they will try to impose a
processing tax on any commodity where the producers them-
selves are adverse to such a tax.

Mr. JONES. Mr..Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman read a portion of Mr.
Petrie’s testimony. The gentleman understands that it was
shown at the time of the hearings that none of this will be
done without calling in representatives of the industry.
They have appointed a committee of 25, of which a sub-
committee of 5 has been appointed to work out a program.
There probably will be no processing tax for the time, but
if there is it will be a very small cne, and then only if and
as the industry is in condition to stand it.

Mr. TABER. I agree with the gentleman that the in-
dustry is not in condition to stand it; but we find ourselves
in this situation, that we were told from the floor that there
would not be a processing tax, yet they come back here now
and tell us there will be a little one. I believe we are going
to have a big one, and that it will do to these industries just
what it did to the hog industry, and just what I believe it
did to the wheat industry.

Mr, JONES. The gentleman understands that a process-
ing tax may be levied under the terms of the original act.
This bill simply makes an appropriation available for the
payment of the benefits without waiting for the collection
from the processing fee; and if they are to have any pro-
gram at all without appropriations there certainly will have
to be a processing fee.

Mr. TABER. If they are to have any program at all,
without a doubt they will have to get away from this propo-
sition of the benefits of reduction agreements and things of
that sort. There probably will not be the necessity for any
processing tax if we do not go beyond the $50,000,000. That
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munt will help the situation very markedly, and it will not
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
while he is on this subject?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. BLANTON. In the gentleman’s district in New York
are a lot of dairy cattle.

Mr, TABER. There are.

Mr. BLANTON. There are also some beef cattle in the
gentleman’s district.

Mr. TABER. Quite a lot; yes.

Mr. BLANTON. This bill is designed to help both the
beef-cattle industry and the dairy-cattle industry.

Mr. TABER. Frankly, I feel that that part of it which
might result in a processing tax would hurt both the beef-
cattle industry and the dairy-cattle industry.

Mr. BLANTON. I am not talking about that: I am talk-
ing about the purpose and the design of the bill, which are
to help both industries.

Mr. TABER. I have not become convinced of the fact
that the processing tax is designed to help them. I have
always been of the opinion that it was designed to hurt them.

What we need to do, in my opinion, is to stop at least
some of the importation of beef. We are still importing
19,000,000 pounds of beef annually from the Argentine.
Now, I do not believe that when our beef is being sold at 8
cents a pound and Argentine beef can compete with it while
paying a duty of 6 cents a pound that we should allow such
a condition to continue,

I think we ought not to appropriate more than $50.000.000
in this bill, the amount authorized to take care of these
diseased cattle and to take care of the relief proposed. I
believe if we stop there that our cattle industry will be better
off. My understanding is that the cattle industry and the
sheep industry are beginning te brace up, and they are the
only two items that were left alone by the Agricultural
Adjustment Act.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman, a member of the committee, be allowed
to proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reguest of the
genfleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. TABER. I think if the Department is given these two
items involving the $50,000,000 which was authorized, that
we will be doing all we ought to do, and that we will be doing
something to help by getting rid of the diseased cattle, or
getting them down to a very decided minimum.

Mr. CARPENTER of EKansas. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. I yield.

Mr, CARPENTER of Kansas. The cattlemen in my dis-
trict, and I think perhaps the greater part of my district
is devofed to cattle raising, are opposed fo a processing tax
on cafttle. They are shivering there right now for fear
there will be a processing tax. I received a letter from one
of my constitutents the other day asking me to call upon
Secretary Wallace and ask him to take the processing tax
off of hogs. -

Mr. TABER. I think they feel that way all over the
United States; and I think Congress ocught to pay some
attention to the way the people feel.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. 1 yield.

Mr. WITHROW. I think the gentleman should make if
clear also that under the beef and dairy cattle emergency
relief measure, which we passed in the House, there was
authorized an appropriation of $200,000,000 which was raised
to $250,000,000 in the Senate. This resolution has cut that.
amount by $100,000,000.

Mr. TABER. That is true. At the same time I think it
is also true that probably not more than the $150,000,000
carried in this bill could be used to good advantage between
now and the first of the year, when Congress will again be:

in session.
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It is also true that if we are to go into the problem of
getting rid of cattle, we do not want to get ourselves into
trouble. We have now a very decided drought trouble
throughout the North and Middle West, in the gentleman’s
territory to a certain extent, and in Minnesota and the
Dakotas to a more marked extent. The drought area ex-
tends all the way down to the central part of the Middle
West. How much it is going to affect the dairy-cattle in-
dustry, no one knows, and no one can know until we see the
full extent of the drought.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will yield
further, do I understand the gentleman to say that in addi-
tion to this $100,000,000 cut that is recommended by the
Committee on Appropriations, of which the gentleman is a
member, the gentleman is in favor of cutting the amount by
another $100,000,000?

Mr. TABER. I am not in favor of going ahead with any-
thing that calls for a processing tax. I am more afraid
of that than anything else. I think it will do more damage
to the cattle and dairy industry than anything else that
could be done to them at this time.

Mr. WITHROW. I am very much opposed to a processing
tax, too.

Mr. TABER. If this $100,000,000 was in here to get rid
of the surplus cattle and use them up in this relief proposi-
tion, I would go along with it, because I believe that ungques-
tionably before we get through the winter we will need that
much cattle to feed the people, but I do not want to do that
with a processing tax where the farmers are burdened a
little bit more than they are now.

Mr. WITHROW. But under the provisions of the A.AA.
they do not have to replenish this money with a processing
tax. The gentleman is proceeding entirely on the theory
that the Agricultural Department is going to raise the money
through a processing tax, and I believe that is a false
assumption.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman listen to this? We came
on the floor with a bill and were told there would not be a
processing tax. The Agricultural Department has the power
under the bill, the way it was finally passed, to put a process-
ing tax on. The Department now comes in and tells us that
there is going to be a processing tax. Does the gentleman
believe what the Department, who has the power to do the
job, says or what the House thought when this bill was
before the House and it was passed?

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BACON. I think the gentleman is quite correct that
the Department intends to put on a processing tax, although
when the original bill was before the House it was stated
here that there would be no processing tax. I propose to
offer an amendment to this bill providing that in carrying
out this final reduction program there shall be no processing
tax, and I believe that we ought to add that provision to
this bill.

Mr. TABER. I think that should be done.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment.

Mr. Speaker, on one proposition he discussed I agree four-
square with the gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBer]l, and
that is that in reducing, at Government expense, our supply
of beef and dairy cattle in this country it is incumbent upon
us to stop the foreign beef that is coming in here across our
borders yearly, not only from Argentina but from all
over old Mexico. Our market is flooded with millions of
pounds of frozen beef from foreign countries. It is con-
tinually streaming in here. The big packers have their
packing plants down there in Mexico and in Argentina,
and peon labor is used to produce if.

In the first place, the beef is raised by Mexican peon labor
and by South American peon labor that they can get for
practically nothing. The seasons are fine in both Mexico
and Argentina. They have fine grass all the year round,
and do not have to pay one dollar for feeding. These Mexi-
can and South American peons do not know what the Ameri-
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can standard of living is, and are glad to work long hours
and for only a very small part of what American labor
receives. They get labor for practically nothing, and then
the packers in Mexico and Argentina conduct their busi-
ness with this cheap foreign labor, and constantly bring
millions of pounds of this frozen beef into this country, and
it helps to glut our market every year. They are going to
continue to do so if we do not stop them. We should declare
an embargo against all foreign cattle and beef.

It is foolish for this Congress to provide $100,000,000 or
$150,000,000 to reduce the beef supply of this country and
then continue to let this foreign frozen beef come in here
across our borders. That ought to be stopped, and it ought
to be stopped in this session of Congress. Let us put a rider
on this bill, either by rule or in the Senate, where it does
not require a rule and it could be added very easily, which
will stop foreign beef coming across the borders.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. McCLINTIC. The gentleman will recall the bargain-
ing provisions of a bill which we passed recently giving the
President of the United States authority to make agreements
with the other nations of the world. Under the authority of
that act he could handle the situation that the gentleman
refers to.

Mr. BLANTON. I hope he will. But he may not. We
should direct it to be done. They not only bring in frozen
beef but they bring in live cattle and then send it to
pastures or feed pens, and thence to our packers.

A great multimillionaire, the editor of a string of news-
papers all over the United States, William Randolph Hearst,
has brought from his ranch in old Mexico, a ranch that is
run with peon labor, cattle from across the Rio Grande, and
for several months he has been feeding these cattle in feed
pens out in the western counties of Texas. Every bit of that
beef, when it is perfected, will be shipped to Chicago, or St.
Louis, or Kansas City, and thus he and other such feeders
will flood the country with Mexican beef. That ought to
stop.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. RICH. I quite agree with the gentleman from Texas.
In order to protect the cattle industry from Mexican com-
petition, does not the gentleman think we ought to have a
protective tariff that will protect the cattle from all States
of the Union?

Mr. BLANTON. We ought to stop it. We ought not just
put a tariff in effect, but we ought to stop it altogether by
putting an embargo on foreign cattle and beef.

Mr. GIFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. GIFFORD. May I ask the gentleman if he agrees
with me that probably all these industries that have a proc-
essing tax, which makes up for the gift we are making to
them because it interferes with the volume of their sales,
would not desire ultimately to have the ordinary taxpayer
pay the bill and the consumer who is supposed to have been
getting beef rather cheaply pay the processing tax?

Mr. BLANTON. Eventually when we get the consuming
public of the United States back on their feet where again
they can buy, we will not have any trouble with surplus beef
or processing taxes, Beef is something that every working
man must have if he has the money to pay for it. He needs
meat when he works hard. He will have the meat if he has
the money, and when Franklin D, Roosevelt and this admin-
istration gets the American people back on their feet again,
they will buy all marketable beef and we will not have any
trouble, and I think that day is coming soon.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, let us get this matter
clearly before us. This bill is not a bill levying a processing
tax. There is nothing in the world in the measure authoriz-
ing the levying of a processing tax. This question was
passed upon when you had the legislation before the House
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in response to which this appropriation is made. Therefore,
I am not going to discuss the processing-tax feature except
to say that the processing tax on wheat and cotton is prac-
tically paying the entire cost of administration, and if the
Department levies a processing tax on beef, the estimates are
it will be so small that it will not raise under $13,000,000 or
over $40,000,000. In this event the Federal Government will
be contributing to relief of the cattle and dairy industry
$110,000,000 out of its Treasury. I am going to leave the
further discussion of this matter to_ the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Joxes] or someone else familiar with the subject.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BUCHANAN. 1 yield.

Mr. SNELL. I am very much inferested in the matter
of a processing tax. When this original measure was before
the House I asked some very definite questions of the gen-
tleman in charge of the bill, and I have been referring to
the Recorp about it. I was definitely told by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. EreEeerc] that there was a definite under-
standing with the Secretary of Agriculture that there should
be no processing tax of this nature in the immediate future.
I should like to know whether, under the provisions of this
bill, it is the intention of the administration now to put a
processing tax of this character on beef cattle and on the
dairy industry.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Not immediately.

Mr. SNELL. What does the gentleman mean by that?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I cannot tell the gentleman. I can
only tell the gentleman what the hearings show. If there is
a processing tax, the hearings show, it will be a very light
one.

Mr. SNELL. As I understand from hastily looking over
the hearings, there will be a processing tax, and very soon.

Mr. BUCHANAN. That is not clear; no.

Mr. SNELL. It is not clear, but the gentleman is respon-
sible for this business, and the gentleman represents the
administration and should be in a position to tell us the
exact situation, in my opinion.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I am not in position to tell the gen-
tleman what has not yet been determined. In other words,
they had a conference yesterday, and they are perhaps hav-
ing one today with the catile and dairy industries at the
Department of Agriculture, and the result of this confer-
ence will determine the policy of the Department.

Mr. SNELL. I do not want to seem persistent, but we
were told definitely by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ELE-
BERG] when the original bill was passed that it was under-
stood with the Secretary of Agriculture there would be no
such tax, and we are surprised to have this brought forward
now.

Mr. BUCHANAN, I feel confident that whatever assur-
ance was given the gentleman by my colleague from Texas
will be lived up to.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes,

Mr. JONES. If the gentleman will consult the exact lan-
guage used then and the exact language used by Mr. Petrie
in the hearings, he will find they are in exact accord—that
there would probably be none immediately, or, if there was,
it would be a very small one, and there would be no pro-
gram laid out until they called in representatives of the
industry and had them agree on a program; and this is
what is being done.

May I also call attention in this connection to the fact
that the question of levying the processing fee is not
involved in this legislation.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Absoclutely not.

Mr. JONES. Under the terms of the act already passed,
they have all the authority that is necessary to put on a
processing fee. This measure will make an amount of
money available which will probably make a processing fee
unnecessary for the time being or make unnecessary any
considerable processing fee. It may be they will have a
small one,

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. JONES. Yes.
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Mr. SNELL. I like the gentleman's statement except the
very last of it. As I understand, the report states that the
cattle-reduction program will be subject to the processing
taxes like the other commodities under the Agricultural
Adjustment Act.

Mr. JONES. Of course, it is and it has been all along.
The statement was made in the report and made on the floor
that this legislation enabled them to have all the benefits
and privileges of the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Mr. SNELL. There is no disagreement so far as that is
concerned, because I agree that the power is there at the
present time. .

Mr. JONES. Then, why is the gentleman objecting to an
appropriation that will at least make any considerable tax
unnecessary for the present?

Mr. SNELL. At the present time I am not objecting to
the appropriation.

Mr. JONES. Why does the gentleman object when the
various organizations concerned want this money made
available, just like money was made available in advance
of the cotton program?

Mr. SNELL. I am not objecting to that part of the meas-
ure, but the industries do not want a processing tax, and
when the gentleman and his committee presented the
original bill the House was given to understand we would
not have a processing tax.

Mr. JONES. I should like the gentleman fo read the
direct statement to the effect there would be none.

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentlemen will have to wait and
get recognition in their own time, because I cannot yield
further.

Mr,. SNELL. It ought to appear in the Recorp right here.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I cannof yield further,

Mr. JONES. On what page of the REecorp does that
appear?

Mr. SNELL. Page 1963.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I cannot yield further.

Mr. SNELL. Very well, if the gentleman does not want to
hear the facts:

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentleman can bring that out in
his own time.

Mr. Speaker, there is something else in this bill besides an
appropriation for the livestock and dairy industry, and I
want to discuss another feature of the measure.

The appropriation for livestock and dairying is $150,000,-
000, which will be sufficient to conduct operations until next
January. By that time we can defermine whether or not
the program is a success.

If it is not a success, we need not use the other 100 million.
If it is a success, we will go on with it.

The next section is an appropriation to carry into effect
the Bankhead bill, the cotton bill. I want to talk to you
about that. There are 1,075 cotton-producing counties in
the United States. One thousand of them produce a mate-
rial quantity, and in each of these 1,000 counties it will be
necessary to have a separate organization. Here are the
employees that will be necessary for each county. Mind
you, there are 1,500,000 cotton farmers in the United States.

In each county they will have to have 1 executive secre-
tary at $2,100; three clerks and stenographers, temporary
employees, at $3 a day; 3 commitieemen at $3 a day. These
commitieemen act as the court of a quasi-judicial character
to pass on how large an allotment each farmer in that county
will be allowed to produce, tax-exempt, under the Bankhead
bill.

There will be 10 local committeemen at $3 per day who see
to it that all contracts entered into are complied with. All
are appointed from residents of such counties.

The extension agent, or county agent, will serve in col-
laboration without extra pay. 2

Then they have three State administrators, who will keep
in contact with the organizations and keep them in order
and have proper procedure. They get $10 a day when actu-
ally employed. Rentals, office and eguipment, $100,000; tele-
graph and {elephone, $75,000; administration expenses,
‘Washington office, $279,030; making a total administration
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expense, including allocation to Internal Revenue Bureau,
$1,250,000, $8,250,000.

Now, how are we going to get the funds to finance this?
In the first place, there is a $6,000,000 surplus in the pro-
cessing tax of the A.A.A. They will have that $6,000,000 for
the administration, which is authorized by this resolution,
and that leaves $2,250,000 deficit for the administration of
the bill. Where will you get that?

You will remember that under the Bankhead bill 10,000,000
bales is set as the maximum production. That is tax-
exempt. If there is over 10,000,000 bales produced the sur-
plus is taxed at 50 percent. If there should be an excess of
300,000 more than the 10,000,000 bales this act will be self-
sustaining. In other words, the tax on the surplus cotton
produced will be more than sufficient to pay for the entire
administration expenses of the act.

Mr., MOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I will,

Mr. MOTT. It was my understanding at the time the bill
was passed that the tax was not on the cotton produced but
on the cotton actually sold.

Mr. BUCHANAN. No; the tax applies to all produced over
10,000,000 bales.

Mr. MOTT. I understood that it only applied to the por-
tion over the 10,000,000 bales which was sold.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes.

Mr. JONES. If he keeps it himself and does not put it
into the market, he does not pay the tax.

Mr. BUCHANAN, If he puts it in the warehouse.

Mr. JONES. No; he may warehouse it and leave a record
at the gin. He may take it home or put it in the warehouse,
and it is not taxed until it goes in commerce.

Mr. HOPE. When it is sold, and it is assumed that it
will be sold if a man goes to the trouble of ginning it and
putting it in a warehouse, he may sell it the same year
or the next year, and he pays the tax when it is sold.

Mr, JONES. He pays the tax when if is sold, but he may
use it on his next year’s exemption.

Mr. BUCHANAN. What difference does it make, whether
the tax is paid next year or when the monthly report is
‘required of him, which I think you will find is correct, or
‘when it is sold? Whenever it is sold the tax is paid, and

‘when that tax is paid, if there are 300,000 bales surplus,
it pays the entire administration of this act.
~ Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Can the gentleman conceive of a
cotton farmer selling his excess bales when he is faced with
8 50-percent tax?

Mr. BUCHANAN, Certainly, The tax is there and it is
going to stay there,

Mr. WADSWORTH. But he will not sell.

Mr. BUCHANAN. It is there, and it is going to stay there.
He cannot get rid of it by keeping his cotton. If there is

., any money in it coming to him he will sell it.
°  Mr. WADSWORTH. There cannot be any profit in it
with a 50-percent tax.

Mr. BUCHANAN. He can get his expenses out of it..
taxMr' WADSWORTH. But it is aimed to be a prohibitive

Mr. MOTT. How can he get expenses out of it if he is
charged 50 percent of the cost of it?

Mr. BUCHANAN. He will get 50 percent of the value of
that bale back, and he is not going to leave it in there.

Mr. MOTT. But his expense of raising that cotton is
more than the 50-percent tax that he would have to pay,
is it not?

Mr. BUCHANAN. No; the gentleman is getting into a
%ﬁblljematica] question now, as to what the price of cotton
- e.

Mr. BOILEAU. The cotfon hill provides that the tax shall
be imposed only on that produced over and above his allot-
ment. It is not contemplated that he will produce anything
over his allotment, so that you cannot expect any real
revenue.
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Mr. BUCHANAN. Has the gentleman kept up on statis-
tics of cotton production?

Mr. BOILEAU, The Bankhead Act does not contemplate
the revenue.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I know that. It contemplates prohibi-
tion, but what decree of Congress can control the seasons
and cotton pests that regulate production?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Texas has again expired.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman’s time be extended 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BUCHANAN, Yes.

Mr. HASTINGS. In the event that a cotton farmer pro-
duces or raises more cotton than is allotted him, of course,
as the gentleman has already explained, he can hold that
excess amount over to the next year and reduce the amount
next year, and let that come within the amount allotted
him.

Mr. BUCHANAN. That is correct. :

Mr. HASTINGS. There is one other question that I
should like to hear the gentleman discuss. Is it not a fact
that most of the cotton has been planted already in the
Southern States?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes.

Mr. HASTINGS. It is pretty difficult now to reduce it.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes; but the beauty about it is that
the contracts for cotton reduction of acreage have all been
signed in 90 percent of the cotton area, and that reduction
in those contracts will be just about what those allotments
would be.

Mr., TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes.

Mr. TRUAX. Does the gentleman consider the processing
tax on hogs a success?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I have not gone into the processing
tax on hogs, but if the gentleman wants to know my humble
opinion, I doubt whether a processing tax on livestock and
dairy cows or hogs or any other livestock will ever be a
success.

Mr, TRUAX. I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. BUCHANAN. However, on cotton and wheat and
things of that kind it may be a success.

Mr. TRUAX. One year ago on the Chicago market lard
sold for $6.75 a hundred. Today, with the processing tax,
it is selling for $6.12, a loss of nearly 65 cents a hundred
pounds since we have had the processing tax. They are
taking it off of the farmer and putting it on the consumer,
and both are losing money.

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield.

Mr, JONES. May I suggest in that connection, without
undertaking to defend the hog program, the benefit paid to
the hog grower will make the total price considerably above
the price of a year ago.

Mr. TRUAX. But the benefits and the tax combined will
not anywhere near equal the cost of production.

Mr. JONES. That is a different story.

Mr. TRUAX. I want a program that will give us the cost
of production.

Mr. MOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I yield.

Mr. MOTT. The argument now is that on account of the
tax the revenue will be so large that this act will be self-
sustaining?

Mr. BUCHANAN, That is correct. No appropriation out
of the Treasury is carried in this resolution for the admin-
istration of this act.

Mr. MOTT. My recollection of the debate upon this bill
is that the argument was that on account of the amount
of the tax nobody would raise an over-plus of cotton and
there would not be any revenue at all. Now, which is
correct?

Mr. BUCHANAN. There is no cotton farmer on the face
of the earth who can control the quantity of his production.



9042

One year he might make a bale to the acre, according to the
season. Next year he might have a half a bale to the acre,
or a quarter or a few hundred pounds. Next year it might
be a failure. There is nobody on earth who can control
his production. I venture to say, I hope right now there will
not be over 10,000,000 bales produced in the United States.
Still, if we have extra good seasons, favorable seasons, we
will make 12,000,000 bales of cotton.

Mr. MOTT. Then, if the gentleman will permit, this act
is undertaking to levy a 50-percent tax upon the cotton
farmer when he raises an overplus of cotton through no
fault of his own, but by an act of God?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Correct.

Mr. MOTT, And the gentleman is still in favor of this
bill?

Mr, BUCHANAN. Yes, I am still in favor of this bill as
a temporary measure, and a temporary measure only, be-
cause the farmer who raises a surplus and is subject to a
50-percent tax, will get a great deal more than he loses,
from the increased price on that which is exempt from the
tax.

Mr. TRUAX, Will the gentleman yield for another ques-
tion?

Mr. BUCHANAN. No; not on hogs. I am through with
hogs.

Mr. TRUAX. But this is not with reference to hogs.
Was it not the intent and purpose of the law that the fees
collected through the processing tax should be returned to
the growers and not to the bureaucrats down in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture?

Mr. BUCHANAN. The processing tax levied on cotton
will produce from one hundred and twenty to one hundred
and thirty million dollars a year.

Mr. TRUAX. And that is to be spent for more jobs and
more Wall Street lawyers and more professors?

Mr. BUCHANAN. That processing tax is dedicated to be
returned to the farmer and for the administration of the
act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BucHANAN] has again expired.

Mr. SNELL, Mr, Speaker, I move to strike out the last
three words.

There was something said a few moments ago about the
argument that took place about the processing tax at the
time the original bill was passed. I want to refer to page
1963 of the REcorp. I asked the genfleman from Texas [Mr.
KLEBERG] this question at the end of some other remarks:

I am especially interested in having the gentleman from Texas
tell the House what it is intended to do in regard to the processing
tax as affecting the dairy industry.

This is the gentleman’s reply:

Mr. KreperG. May I suggest to the gentleman that the taxes
that might affect either of the two industries would affect them
only as they both belong to the cattle industry. It has been
tentatively and, I might say, tacitly agreed—and, with permission,
I will include & statement of the Secretary of Agriculture in my
remarks—that for the immediate future no processing tax would
be adopted in connection with this program.

Now, if that is not a definite statement, I do not under-
stand the English language.

Then, further, I said to the gentleman from Texas: “ Now,
the important part is what you mean by ‘the immediate
future.!” This is Mr., KLEBERG'S reply—I do not seem to
find it, but the important part was that he said there will be
no processing tax until the price of these products has been
increased, and they could not stand it until such time. I
know very well that dairy products in my State have not
increased. I think this is an entire reversal of the whole
program if you are going to start now to put a processing
tax on dairy products.

Mr. KLEBERG. Will the gentleman yield for a clarifying
suggestion, since I have been brought into the discussion?

Mr. SNELL. I yield.

Mr, KLEBERG. I should like to call attention to the fact
that in order to understand what we are trying to do it is
necessary to reasonably know the Agricultural Adjustment
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Act and what it contains with reference to powers with
reference to this money that we are talking about now.

Mr. SNELL. I agree with the gentleman that the power
is there.

Mr. KLEBERG. The gentleman, of course, knows that
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, in addition to the
processing-tax feature, there is a power whereby the pro-
ducers and processors may set up marketing agreements,

Mr. SNELL, I agree with that.

Mr. KELEBERG. Under the expenditure of the $50,000,000
discussed so ably by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
TaBer], which will inevitably result in a reduction of the
available supply of both dairy and beef cattle, and the
gentleman is well enough acquainted with the law of supply
and demand to know that when production is limited it is
reasonable and proper to expect an increase in the price of
the commodity involved. So it should be evident that the
expenditure in reduction of available cattle should result in
better prices.

Now, I would like to add that if and when that occurs
the cattlemen, and I happen to be one of them myself,
are not asking for any direct aid or contribution by the Gov-
ernment of the United States. They, and I as one of them,
are willing to undertake to repay that which it costs the
Government of the United States to bring them out of this
difficult position.

Further in reply to the gentleman from New York I
quote from the hearings before our committee last January
on the bills H.R. 6133 and H.R. 7153, a question I asked Mr.
Wilson, one of the “ big four ” packers who appeared before
our committee, and his reply; :

Mr. EvrEsErc. Do u with me
would be willing 'c.om:iayatsl'f:i‘:a the Governt;e:ﬁe v::fﬂec? th:ha sattey?:
making an authorization of $200,000,000 and thereafter work
out a means for the amortization of or otherwise to take care of
the investment in beef cattle; that is, do you think that it would
be a safe investment, or do you think that the money could
ever be repaid?

Mr. WiLson. Well, I think that a plan could be worked out, a

practical plan, whereby it might be repaid by some agreement
between the producers and the processors. 3

This reply by Mr. Thomas H. Wilson, of Wilson & Co,,
should convey at least the idea that there might be means
other than the processing tax to recapture the expenditures
of the Government on behalf of the cattle industry.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. SNELL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 2 additional minutes. i

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SNELL. As I understand the statement the gentle-
man has just read from the report of this committee and
from the statement made by the distinguished gentleman
himself, there is no doubt in my mind but what it is the
intention of the Department at a very early date to put a
processing tax on the dairy industry of this country. It is
my claim that if they do that, it will be putting into effect
the absolute opposite of the proposition that was presented
to us on the floor of the House by the gentleman from Texas
himself at a time when he said he represented the Secretary
of Agriculture and the Secretary’s position on this proposi-
tion.

Mr, KLEBERG. I made the statement then and still
make it, that no processing tax was contemplated for the
immediate future.

Mr. SNELL. If the Department goes ahead and puts a
processing tax on beef and dairy products, it will be contrary
to the statements made on the floor of the House at the time
the matter was originally under consideration, and will mean
the complete destruction of the dairy industry of our State
and the whole country.

Mr. ELEBERG. Now, may I ask the gentleman from
New York a question?

Mr. SNELL, Yes.

Mr. KLEBERG. By what authority does the genfleman
presuppose that the minute this bill is passed the Depart-
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ment is going to place a processing tax upon the beef and
dairy cattle industry?

Mr. SNELL. I can have no authority, but no Member on
the majority side denied my statement. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Ereperc] and the chairman of the committee
speak for the Department; I do not, and you both refuse to
state that it will not be done.

Mr. KLEBERG. As I said a moment ago, I still stand by
what I said.

Mr. SNELL., Neither the report accompanying the bill nor
the hearings give us any assurance that a processing tax will
not be imposed, and in my judgment they both infer an
immediate processing tax. The gentleman stands here rep-
resenting the Department and should speak as positively
now against it as he originally did.

Mr. KELEBERG. I wish to ask the gentleman another
questicn, for I desire to clear up what may be a misunder-
standing. I should like to know why the gentleman under-
takes to state with considerable alarm that in the imme-
diate future a processing tax will be placed cn these com-
modities? Can this be mere conjecture?

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman deny it? Will the
Chairman of the Appropriations Committee deny it? You
do not dare to. What I want is to get you who represent
the administration to assure me and the da'u'y people you
will not impose a processing tax on us.

Mr. McGUGIN., Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. Speaker, as of this late date there is nothing Congress
can do-except to enact this bill. The mistake was made
when the Bankhead bill was passed and when cattle were
made a basic commodity. It will require money to carry out
this program, and the money obviously must come from one
of two sources, either directly out of the Treasury of the
United States, which means out of the pockets of all the
people of the United States, or from a processing tax on
the supposedly benefited industry.

As of this moment, a processing tax placed upon dairy
products would be ruinous; for that matter it always will
be ruinous. We can mark it down now that we are never
going to use the processing tax successfully on hogs, dairy
products, or beef. So, if we are to carry out this pro-
gram there is but one source from which to get the money,
and that is from the pockets of the taxpayers of this
counfry. Having adopted the program there is probably
nothing left to do but to go through with it. This much
is certain, however, that at the end of the road—and it
makes no difference whether you raise the money by a
processing or by direct taxes on the people—you are not
going to reduce production materially. When the time comes
that by the act of Congress initiative is taken away from
the American people to the point that they produce less
than they are able to produce, then the American people
will have deteriorated to the point of not being the class
of people who were their fathers and mothers. It is simply
contrary to every rule of human nature to talk about reduc-
ing production below the ability of human beings to pro-
duce. Let me give you an illustration: This very Congress
adopted the Agricultural Adjustment program in an effort to
force reduction; but at the same identical time Congress
authorized appropriations for the purpose of increasing pro-
duction. The very Agricultural Department which is now
carrying on a program to do the unnatural thing of trying
to reduce production has called upon this Congress and has
been granted by it appropriations to increase production.

To cite a further illustration, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture himself, Henry Wallace, this disciple of reduced pro-
duction, cannot refrain from trying to increase production
when he can sell seed corn for §6 a bushel. Wallace, who is
advocating as the salvation of the American farmer 25-per-
cent-reduced corn production, is connected with a company
that has developed a seed corn which will increase produc-
tion by 25 percent, a species of corn developed by Mr. Wal-

:lace himself, of his own ingenuity. So we see today Wal-
i lace, the Secretary of Agriculture, advocating a reduction
of corn acreage; but Wallace, the individual, selling at $6
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a bushel corn which will increase production 25 percent per
acre. It is the most human thing in the world that he
should sell a seed corn which would increase production.
I cite this as proof to the House that the whole program of
trying to reduce production by force is so unnatural that it
cannot work as long as American people are human beings.

Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGUGIN. I yield.

Mr. HART. That corn is better than the gentleman
thinks, for it is selling at $7 a bushel.

Mr. McGUGIN. Oh, I beg the gentleman’s pardon.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGUGIN. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this paragraph close after the gentleman
consumes his 5 minutes. This paragraph deals only with
cotton.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no ohjection.

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Speaker, speaking about Secretary
Wallace and his two programs, the program of Secretary
Wallace to reduce the corn acreage and the program of
Citizen Wallace to increase it, may I read a few words from
an article which recently appeared in the press of this
country?

[From the Chicago Tribune of May 13, 1934]

HENRY WALLACE IN Two RoLES oN CroP REDUCTION—OWNS FIRM
BELLING BEED CoRN

WasHINGTON, D.C., May 12—As the Secretary of Agriculture,
Henry A. Wallace is conducting an intensive campaign to induce
corn growers to agree to reduce their acreage by 20 percent to
boost the price of corn.

As a private citizen, Mr. Wallace, through his ownership in the
Hi-Bred Corn Co., of Grimes, Iowa, is selling seed corn to Iowa
and Illinois farmers which is advertised to produce 19.8 percent
more bushels to the acre

Farmers who will buy Citizen Wallace's seed corn, therefore, may
cut their acreage by 20 percent, receive the Federal bonus money
offered by Secretary of Agriculture Wallace, and still produce for
the market the same quantity of corn which they grew with their
old-fashioned local seed corn.

EDITOR ON LEAVE

In Wallace’s Farmer, a farm weekly of which Secretary Wallace
is “editor on leave of absence ", farmers are besought in editorial
columns to sign the corn-acreage-reduction contracts. In adjoin-
ing columns they are urged to buy and plant Wallace's Hi-Bred
seed corn because it will produce more corn to the acre.

The farmers are told in so many words that they may cut their
acreage by 25 percent and still produce the same amount of corn,
with resulting economy of money and labor.

The consuming public pays the price of Secretary Wallace's
program by increased costs of food, due to processing taxes, and
Citizen Wallace profits personally by the sale of seed corn sold by
his own company, advertised in the paper of which he is editor on
leave, and used to defeat the very purpose of the reduction
program.

CLATMS MADE FOR CORN

In Wallace's Farmer of December 23, 1933, an advertisement of
the Hi-Bred Corn Co. appears in which it is claimed that 210
farmers who used the company’s seed corn averaged 11.4 more
bushels per acre over local corn. This was an average Increased
yield, the advertisement stated, of 19.8 percent.

On the very next facing page, under the heading “ Pushing the
Corn-Hog Program ”, the readers are given arguments and specific
directions on how to join the acreage-reduction campaign. At the
top of the next page, under the heading “ Editorials”, the first
editorial starts out as follows:

“ We sympathize with the farmer who wants to grab the first
copy of the corn-hog contract he sees, puts his signature on it,
rush the contract to Washington, and get his check back next
week."”

ADVERTISES SEED CORN

In the lssue of January 21, 1933, when Mr. Wallace was editor
of the magazine and president of the Hi-Bred Corn Co., and when
Mr. Roosevelt was awalting his inauguration, the corn company,
under Wallace's own signature, advertised its prolific seed corn
under the heading *“ Balancing the Farm Acreage—Larger Yields
from Smaller Fields."

Mr. Wallace stated that if the entire Corn Belt were planted
with the best strains of his seed corn, the result in the ordinary
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year would be an Increase in corn yields of 300,000,000 bushels,
He conceded this would be a “ most serious calamity.”

But then he stated:

“In our sales efforts we do our best to get corn farmers to cut
their corn acreage by 25 percent by putting one fourth of the land
into clover, and by planting Hi-Bred corn on the three fourths
it is ordinarily possible to get the same yileld with much less
labor." 2

FOR MAXIMUM FPRODUCTION

At the end of the same advertisement Mr. Wallace declared:

“The problem of civilization is to make it socially advantageous
for the individual to produce to the maximum. The Hi-Bred Corn
Co. is fully acquainted with this problem and through its officers
is doing its best to get the people of the United States to use
efficient methods for social ends. When we improve our efiiciency
and control it in a balance way, we can all of us have twice as
high a standard of living as we now enjoy.”

In the January 1, 1933, issue of Wallace's Farmer the Hi-Bred
Corn Co. advertised its corn as *“ Wallace Hi-Bred seed corn”, and
sald 1,000 tests had shown an average increased yield per bushel
of seed of 84 bushels of corn over the yield with ordinary seed corn.

“ Four more hogs in every bushel” was the heading on this
advertisement, which in text explained that the 84 bushels would
be enough to produce four extra hogs a year.

The issue of December 0, 1933, carries a head on the front cover:
“We must cut hog production”, and another advertisement of
Hi-Bred seed corn appears on page 10.

TRGES ACREAGE REDUCTION

In the magazine of November 25, 1933, an address by Secretary
Wallace is published, in which he argued for the acceptance by
the corn farmers of the acreage-reduction contracts. A half-page
advertisement of the Hi-Bred Corn Co. appearing on page 2 repeats
:‘1::‘! promise of 12 more bushels to the acre by using the Wallace

corn.

Secretary of Agriculture Wallace is now sending out thousands
of “advance checks” to corn growers who have signed up under
the acreage-reduction program. These partial payments are given
for the farmers' promise to reduce acreage, the balance to be pald
at the end of the season.

If they follow the advertisements In Wallace's Farmer, the
farmers will take Secretary Wallace's checks, buy Citizen Wallace's
seed corn, and market just as many bushels as they did in years
past, and get another Federal money bonus at the end of the
season, even though their production was not reduced by an ear.

There is the illustration. It makes no difference whether
we use the processing tax or use money out of the Treasury
of the United States, in the end we are not going to reduce
production in this country. One way or the other, human
ingenuity will see to it that the American people produce
what they are able to produce. Down in the Cotton Belt we
are told that they used more fertilizer and the production
of cotton has not decreased. That was not criminal con-
duct. That was natural human conduct. It was ambition,
which is instilled in thrifty citizens. It was the trait that
made this country great, and this Congress, no matter what
the political exigencies of the future may be, is not going
to be able to destroy that trait in the American people.

So far as this bill is concerned, with the program already
started, probably all that we can do is to pass it; but I warn
you now that whatever may be the ultimate end, it will not
include reducing production. The mistake was made when
we started these two programs, the Bankhead bill and de-
claring livestock to be a basic commodity. However, that
is water over the dam. Above all we should here today put
in this bill that no processing tax shall be levied during the
coming year on any dairy or beef products. If you do levy
such a tax, you will have done incalculable wrong to the
dairy and beef industry. You will not have been their
beneficiary.

Mr. BLANCHARD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGUGIN. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BLANCHARD. If we do not put a restriction on the
passage of this resolution, maybe it will just lend encour-
agement to the Department to put a 5-percent-per-pound
processing tax on dairy products immediately.

Mr., McGUGIN. Yes. Those who are in control of the
Agricultural Department are primarily desirous of using
this bill in order to obtain control over agriculture as an
industry, so that the farms of this country will be operated
under decrees from Washington, rather than by the farmers
themselves.

[Here the gavel fell.l

The Clerk read as follows:

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out the purposes
of the act entitled “An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

May 17

Act so as to Include cattle and other products as basic agricultural
commodities, and for other purposes " (Public, No. 142, 73d Cong.),
approved April 7, 1934, there are hereby appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, pursuant to
the authorizations contained in sections 2 and 6 of said act of
April 7, 1834, $100,000,000 for the purposes of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended, and $50,000,000 for the purposes
specified in section 6 of said act of April 7, 1934, including the
employment of persons and means in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere and other necessary expenses; in all, $150,000,000 to
remain available until December 31, 1935.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in 30 minutes.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Reserving the right to object, would
the gentleman be willing to make that 45 minutes? There
are several gentlemen on this side who want to be heard.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I think we can get through in 30
minutes.

Mr. BACON. I have a real amendment to offer.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I tried to get in on the other paragraph, and the gentle-
man stated I might have that privilege here.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in 40 minutes.

Mr. BLANCHARD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, if I am allowed 5 minutes of that time, I will not
object.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I want to know whether we on this side are going to get a
chance to say something. From the gentlemen whe are on
their feet over there, it would seem they will consume all
the 40 minutes.

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentleman will have to get recog-
nition from the Speaker. 3

Mr. TRUAX. I understand that, but I want 5 minutes.

Mr. BLACK. Anyone who can stop the gentleman from
getting 5 minutes on anything is good.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Speaker, a year ago, when Congress passed the
Agricultural Act, we established a policy authorizing a proc-
essing tax. It was in the original act that we authorized a
processing tax, and that act provided no other way for pay-
ing cash benefits or giving direct assistance to the agricul-
tural interests of the country except by raising the money
through a processing tax. That was an essential part of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act and of the program which has
been carried ouf since that time.

We were successful in getting dairy products included as
a basic agricultural commodity. A year passed, and no pro-
gram was offered or given to the dairy industry of the coun-
try. During this session of Congress a bill was enacted to
make cattle also a basic agricultural commodity, and the bill
authorized $200,000,000 to be used for the relief of the dairy
and cattle industry. That was a concession to the dairy
and cattle industry, because it was realized on the part of
the administration and by responsible Members of both
Houses of Congress that the dairy and cattle industry was
in such condition that it needed financial assistance and
needed it promptly, and before the funds could be raised
through a processing tax.

When that bill was originally sent over to the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture, it provided that the $200,000,000
would be made available under paragraph (b) of section 12
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, which meant that it
had to be repaid through a processing tax. We succeeded
in the committee in obfaining an amendment making that
$200,000,000 available under section (a), which leaves it to
the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture whether or not
a processing tax should be levied to reimburse the Treasury
to this amount.

Now, this amount of money, $200,000,000, was authorized
for the purpose of giving this relief to the cattle and dairy
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industries, and it is not compulsory that a processing tax be
levied. I believe, however, that sometime in the future and
after the program starts, and if they are successful in rais-
ing the price of beef and dairy products, & processing fax
may be imposed.

This bill only carries $100,000,000 of the $200,000,000; but
the Department has made it very plain that they believe this
$100,000,000 is about all they can spend between now and the
first of January in working out a dairy- and beef-cattle
program and in eradication of tubercular and Bangs' disease-
infected cattle. This does not mean they are cutting the
amount down to $100,000,000. It means we are presently
appropriating $100,000,000, with the possibility of appropri-
ating the other $100,000,000 next January or at some later
date when that amount of money can be used. I should
favor appropriating the entire $200,000,000 now, but the
Department says they can get along for the present with the
smaller amount.

In addition to this, we have $50,000,000 carried in this bill
which is to be used for the relief of the dairy industry and
the cattle industry, and it is specifically provided that this
$50,000,000 shall not be repaid through the imposition of a
processing tax. This is direct aid to the cattle and dairy
industry; and I submit that the dairy industry, particularly,
has been suffering so long, has been in need of assistance for
so long, that we should get behind this measure immediately
and pass the bill and send this appropriation over to the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, thereby giving
them funds to enable them to put out a program for the
dairy industry that will give them the relief they need.

Not only have the principal dairy sections of the country
suffered from low prices during the past few years but they
have also suffered during the past 4 or 5 years from excessive
droughts such as they have never before experienced in that
great dairy section of Minnesota and Wisconsin where such a
large part of the dairy products of the country are produced.
They are in need of prompt assistance. This amount of
money put into the hands of the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration will place upon that Department the respon-
sibility of putting out a program for the relief of the dairy
industry. I may say now what I have said before, and that
is, that I have confidence in the men who have charge of the
dairy section of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration,
and I believe they will solve this great problem in the inter-
est of the dairy farmers.

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the
last two words and ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks, and yield back such time as I may not
use.

Mr. BLANCHARD. If the gentleman does not anticipate
using all his time, will he yield to me before making his
statement?

Mr. KLEBERG. I shall be pleased to yield the gentleman
whatever time I have left, and I only expect to take a few
moments.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. West of Ohio). Is
there objection to the request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, first of all, I want to heart-
ily endorse the sentiments expressed by my distinguished
colleague from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAT].

I also call the committee’s particular attention to the
fact that the legislation before us has been the result of long
and exhaustive hearings, to which cattlemen and dairy
farmers frcm all over the United States came to present
their views. It should be clear to every member of the
committee, first of all, with respect to the program to be
undertaken in the expenditure of these funds, that an
agreement is to be arrived at between the producers involved
before any program goes forward; and I respectfully submit
that ill-advised and ill-considered arguments concerning
tentative possibilities are definitely in opposition to a return
to that prosperity which we all desire, no matter to which
side of the aisle we adhere; and I suggest particularly to
my friend the distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr.
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TaBEr], whose statements I always appreciate, knowing his
intelligence, that I cannot for the life of me see why he
should undertake to say that something is going fo fake
place before any of those involved have met to consider
what plan is to be followed.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. KLEBERG. I yield for a brief question, because I
only want to take a moment or two.

Mr, TABER. When they come before us in the hearings
and tell us what they are going to do, what would you
believe?

Mr. ELEBERG. The gentleman should know the law,
and the gentleman should know that in the past every one
of these programs has been the result of agreement befween
the Department and the producers.

I now yield the balance of my time to my distinguished
friend from Wisconsin [Mr. BLANCHARD].

Mr. BLANCHARD, Mr. Speaker, there are two things
about which I should like to be sure before this measure is
voted upon.

First of all, if a processing tax is to be levied, I should like
to know how much it will be, and, secondly, I should like
to. know whether or not the passage of this particular bill
will lend encouragement to the Department to put into effect
the processing-tax program they had in mind several weeks
ago, a program which was abandoned as a result of the
action taken by the dairy people of the country.

I cannot see that this measure is necessarily any en-
couragement to the Department of Agriculture to put into
effect a b-cents-per-pound processing tax on dairy products.

Mr. ELEBERG. If the gentleman will yield, may I ask
why he says 5-cents-per-pound processing tax?

Mr. BLANCHARD. Of course, I say that only on the basis
of some of the statements made by departmental heads
several weeks ago. I have no right to assume they would
ever put into effect a processing-tax program of that kind;
and if I thought for one moment they were going to do if,
I would certainly vote against this measure.

It is reasonable to contemplate that some processing tax
may be levied, both in the beef-cattle industry and in the
dairy industry. Mr. Petrie, chief of the cattle division of
the A.AA. testified that they do propose a processing tax
to raise somewhere between $14,000,000 and $40,000,000.

If this resolution can be construed as an encouragement
for heavy processing taxes on dairy products, then it should
be defeated. The Agriculture Department has heretofore
been committed to a processing tax of 5 cents per pound on
butter fat, but had learned through regional meetings in the
dairy sections of the country that the dairy farmers were
bitterly opposed to such a tax. And the farmers are right.
Any program of this nature would be disastrous to the dairy
industry. Instead of helping a situation which is now
admittedly bad, it would only make it worse.

If my memory serves me correctly, a processing tax of
5 cents per pound on butter fat would raise in excess of
$100,000,000.

Now, it has been well said today that we have embarked
on a program that will in no way be affected by this appro-
priation, except that it may mean the encouragement of the
Department to put on a processing tax that the dairy in-
dustry is so bitterly opposed to and which it cannot stand,
because of the situation in the industry itself. If I could be
assured on those two points, I am perfectly willing to go
along with this measure, because it does give some measure
of relief to an industry that has reached the point where it
cannot stand the strain much longer. [Applause.]

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last
two words. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I want
to express my views on the general principle of the process-
ing tax as a means of agricultural relief. In the N.R.A. we
have fixed the price of practically every commodity you
have to buy. You cannot trade in your old automobile for
a new one unless you pay the price fixed by the N.R.A.

Last Friday the minimum prices of automobile tires were
fixed, and you cannot go to any reputable dealer and buy a
tire for one penny less than the price that has been fixed.
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I ask you, if you have 10,000,000 unemployed men who are
out of work, many starving, which will be the most benefit
to them, some pork chops or a good beefsteak, or an automo-
bile tire. Yet you fix it here so that these farmers are
in an impoverished condition by the processing tax, and as
proof of that I cite the fact that you have had the process-
ing tax on hogs—and when Mr. Wallace put the tax on hogs,
the Chicago packers said, “ We will take that off the pro-
ducer ”; and they did that very thing, and they have been
taking it off ever since.

Now, you come in and want to take the money that has
been collected from the processing tax, $150,000,000, and
use it to put some more bureaucrats down in this great
mammoth building known as “ the Depr “tment of Agricul-
ture.” You want to put in more young lawyers from New
York to tell the farmers what to do; you want fo put in
some more professors, some more “ crackpots”, to tell the
farmers how to farm.

Everybody knows what is wrong with the farmer. He has
to sell his product at less than cost and has for the last
12 years. I want to say to you that in my State he is a
damned sight worse off today than he was 1 year ago.

Every farmer in my State will bear me out. You do not
want to give us the Frazier bill, for that would refinance
them; you do not want to give us the McLeod bill—and we
are willing to cut it to $2,600 maximum pay-off, including all
banks., No; that will help the poor people of this country
whose life savings are in these closed banks. You do not
want to give us the Connery bill for 30 hours a week, for
that would help the 10,000,000 unemployed who walk the
streets today. No. When it comes to the farmer you have
a Secretary of Agriculture making a specialty of selling seed
corn at a high price, who makes a specially of writing for
newspapers and magazines, who makes a specialty of going
back centuries ago to dig up religious problems of that day
and compare them with the religious problems of our day.

You appeint as an Under Secretary of Agriculture a man
who would serve better in a bureau of social reform or social
economics rather than in farm economics; and, as usual,
today the American farmer in the Corn Belt is the “ forgot-
ten man.” I say to you that unless you do something more
than you have already done for our farmers, then there is
no hope and all is lost in despair. I yield right now for
someone to stand up on this floor and tell me what we have
done for the American farmer in the Corn Belt.

Mr. CARPENTER of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. TRUAX. I will yield to the gentleman to tell me
what we have done for the American farmer.

Mr. CARPENTER of Kansas. I want to ask you if a little
expansion of currency in silver——

Mr. TRUAX. Oh, yes, yes; but we want the expansion of
prices first. We want 8-cent hogs and 10-cent cattle.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRUAX. I will yield if you will tell me what we have
done for the American farmer,

Mr. MAY., I will fell you. The gentleman and I were
both for the processing tax in these bills when they were
passed.

Mr, TRUAX, And we have found out that it does not
work, and they want fo take the money collected and put on
more parasites in the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. JONES. One of the gentlemen from Iowa made the
statement that corn was selling at 6 cents——

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Six dollars,

Mr, TRUAX. The remarks I heard were about the corn
that belonged to the Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr. JONES. No. I was talking about the ordinary run
of corn. What is corn selling for today as compared fo what
it was a year ago?

Mr. TRUAX. It is selling higher than it was a year ago,
but in my State we do not have a dozen counties that sell
corn. They feed it to livestock. I say this: That any
6-year-old boy ought to know that a program of acreage
reduction will never control your surplus. Any boy ought
to know that. Any boy ought to know that only God alone
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can determine that. It depends on your rainfall and upon
the sun and upon natural conditions.

‘The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Ohio has expired.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute more.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. KELLER. What about the price of wheat as compared
with what it was a year ago?

Mr. TRUAX. The price of wheat is lower by 10 or 15
cents today than what it was a year ago. We had wheat up
above a dollar nearly a year ago. What is wheat selling for
today?

Mr. BEAM. Seventy cents.

Mr. PIERCE. On what market was it selling for more a
year ago? :

Mr. TRUAX. On the Chicago market, operated by the
gamblers, who are still operating and manipulating prices.

Mr. PIERCE. By no means.

Mr. TRUAX. Let me show you the fallacy of this program
if this drought continues. You will have curtailed produc-
tion. The farmer in many cases will have nothing to sell,
The consumer in the city will be highjacked and robbed by
the packers and food trusts, such as the Quaker Oats Co. and
the Kellogg Co., and the others who never reduce the price
of their products to the consumer.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Ohio has again expired.

Mr, BACON. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BaconN: Page 3, line 7, after the
figures “ 1935 ", strike out the period and add the following:
“ Provided, however ”, That in carrying out the provisions of this
act, the cattle reduction program shall not be subject to any
processing taxes.”

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
against the amendment. If changes existing law, and is
legislation on an appropriation bill.

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold
his point of order? I concede the point of order.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I reserve the point of order.

Mr. BACON. Mr, Speaker, I think it has become very
apparent that it is the intention of the Agricultural Depart-
ment to put a processing tax on the dairy industry and the
cattle industry as soon as possible, in spite of the fact that
when the original bill was passed it was indicated here on
the floor of the House that that was not contemplated. In
the report of the chairman of our committee he states:

The cattle-reduction program will be subject to the processing
taxes llke the other commodities under the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act,

Mr, COOPER of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BACON. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Does this bill provide an appro-
priation for the destruction of dairy cattle?

Mr. BACON. Absolutely.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Does the President approve of it?

Mr, BACON. I understand that he does.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield to me
while I read a quotation?

Mr. BACON, Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. What I am about to read is taken
from a $peech delivered by President Roosevelt at Topeka,
Kans., Seplember 14, 1932, when he was speaking to the
great agricultural West:

When the fMutility of maintaining the prices of wheat and cotton
h so-called “stabilization” became a nt, the Presi-
dent's Farm Board, of which his Becretary of Agriculture was a
member, invented the cruel joke of advising the farmers to allow
20 percent of their wheat lands to lie idle, to plow up every third
row of cotton, and to shoot every tenth dairy cow. Burely they
knew that his advice would not—indeed, could not—be taken.
It was probably offered as the foundation of an alibl. They
wanted to be able to say to the farmers of the United States:
;IWhy. you did not do as we told you to. Now go blame your=-
ve&l)
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I am wondering whether, when the President made that
speech, he was in favor of destroying every tenth dairy cow.

Mr. BACON. It must be obvious that the President has
changed his mind. This bill provides for the killing and
processing of some five to seven million beef and dairy
cows. The measure here that we have under discussion to-
day is an emergency measure. It is specifically an emer-
gency measure.

I believe if Congress really intends to prevent a processing
tax being placed on the dairy industry, it should adopt my
amendment. I admit the amendment is subject to a point
of order, but the hearings indicate that the Department in-
tends to place a processing tax on dairy products in an
amount ranging from $14,000,000 to $40,000,000. I am sorry
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BucHanaN] has seen fit to
make a point of order against the amendment, because in
this emergency it seems to me we ought not subject the
dairy industry or the cattle industry to a processing tax
which will be very harmful to both of those industries.

Mr, JONES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BACON. I yield.

Mr. JONES. Under the program of the previous adminis-
tration the farmers were urged to plow up as a voluntary
matter, with no compensation and no increase in price.
' This is an entirely different program. It means something
to the farmer.

Mr. BACON. I recognize it as an emergency.

Mr. JONES. There has been more talk by people who do
not know anything about what the program is than I have
ever heard before.

Mr. BACON. I do not want to submit this cattle-reduc-
tion program to a processing tax that will be harmful to the
industry.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order
against the amendment.

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I concede the point of order.

The SPEAEER pro tempore (Mr. West of Ohio). The
Chair rules the point of order is sustained.

All pro forma amendments are withdrawn.

Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last
four words.

I want to discuss for a moment or two the attack made
upon Secretary Wallace, because he happens to develop
seed corn that will produce 25 percent more corn per acre
than the average farmer has been producing with his own
seed. No Member of this House who wants to be logical
would attack the Secretary upon that ground. The article
referred to reads as if he waved a magic wand and, over-
night, produced this corn which would yield 25 percent more,
As a matter of fact, that has been a slow process running
over a good many years, and qualifies him as a successful
planner in agricultural matters. In the Department of
Agriculture there are scientists who are working along that
line and are being paid with money appropriated by this
House. I have tried to cut from every appropriation bill for
the Department of Agriculture since I have been in the
House everything of a stimulating character in excess of
what was carried under the organic law, and I have failed
in this House to get more than 1 or 2 votes for it. There
are some 6,000 county agents scattered over the United
States, whose duty it was to make two blades of grass grow
where only one grew before. I have tried to remove them
and failed. I have tried to remove all the appropriations
from every bill that tended to increase production since I
have been here, but it has been impossible to do so; yet you
come here and criticize the Secretary of Agriculture because
he has developed a seed corn that will produce in excess
of the average seed corn and, therefore, cheaper corn than
the ordinary grade of corn.

When you take that position you should immediately get
rid of every scientist in the Department of Agriculture and
get rid of every stimulating process that you have within
that Department or any other Department. There are
plenty of them down there. You should get rid of the seed
and fertilizer loans, except in a national calamity where a
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whole section has been wiped out. You should get rid of the
Agricultural Credit Corporation which provides for the -
financing of excess production. When you wipe out all those
things then you may attempt to criticize your Secretary of
Agriculture because he has proved to be a scientist.

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HART, Yes; I yield for a question, not for a speech.

Mr, McGUGIN. Without criticizing, does the gentleman
say it is consistent that on one page of Wallace's Farmer
he should have an editorial advocating corn reduction, and
on the next page an advertisement appealing to them to
buy his high-powered seed corn at $7 a bushel, which will
inerease production 25 percent per acre? Is that consistent?

Mr. HART. It would not be reasonable to expect that
Mr. Wallace would immediately end his business because
he became Secretary of Agriculture. His business happens
to be producing seed corn. It would be illogical for him to
order his company to dissolve and quit his scientific work.
However, as he only owns a minority interest in the com-
pany he could not do this if he wanted to. So much for
the Secretary of Agriculture and his seed corn.

I now want to reply to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Coorer], and with especial reference to that portion of his
remarks quoting a part of the President’s Topeka address
and its relation fo the appropriation which we are talking
about here for the cattle industry. All that is infended
under this bill is to remove those cattle which are suffering
from tuberculosis and to purchase such beef cattle as may
be used in the distribution of food by the Government for
relief purposes. There is no intention in this bill of de-
stroying any good catfle or going out and shooting every
tenth cow. We are simply providing money to carry on the
tuberculosis-eradication program. I do nof think anyone
in the House would object to that.

The State of Michigan is now rated at 100 percent clean,
with reference to tubercular cattle. I think that is a whole-
some and healthy program to carry forward. There is no
intention under this bill to go out and shoot every tenth
cow or every eighth cow or any other cow, except to remove
those cattle which are tubercular, and even those are to be
put to some use. Also there is appropriated money to buy
beef cattle and distribute them the same as they have dis-
tributed hogs and flour and butter and many other things
to those who need food.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back any time I may have.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Hart] has expired.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the pro forma amendment. I beg the patience of the House
for just a few moments. It is true that this bill does not
add anything to or subiract anything from the power of the
Secretary of Agriculture or the A.AA. in the matter of
processing taxes. It might be called a money bill. It is to
finance, as I understand it, this proposed work between now
and January 1 next. It does, however, bring up the whole
question of how we shall treat the cattle industry. I have
been in that business all my life. That is not to say by
any means that I know all there is to know about it. There
is something to learn about the cattle business all the time,

I wish to say a few words about the trend of the beef-
cattle market during the last few months, in order, per-
haps, that we may have a little better understanding of
what the Government may do or may not do. The corn
crop of 1932 was a very heavy one. It fetched a pitiably
low price per bushel. When corn is low the feeders of
cattle always put in more cattle to feed. That is their
tendency. When feed is so cheap as 12 or 15 cents per
bushel, of course, their temptation is to put more cattle on
feed because they can produce the beef at such a low feed
price. So a tremendous number of cattle were put on feed
in the Middle West, or in the Corn Belt, commencing in the
autumn of 1932, on account of the corn crop condition; and
as feed was cheap many feeders started on the long feed,
in other words to produce an animal that would weigh
over 1,300, 1,400, or even up to 1,600 pounds when it was
finished.
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Inevitably, those cattle all arrived in the market a year
. later, and kept arriving on the markets at Chicago, Kansas
City, St. Louis, and Omaha during the autumn of 1933 and
the early winter of 1934. The finest finished 3-year-old
steers weighing 1,600 pounds, animals fit for the show ring,
fetched as low as 41 cents a pound, and that was murder
to the feeder. Lighter cattle, however, which are sometimes
called “ baby beef ”, sold for a good deal higher price per
pound, up to 7% cents, the animal weighing less than 1,000
pounds and not to exceed 2 years in age. In that particular
class the supply had been constant.

The run of the heavies is over, and you may have noticed
during the last 7 weeks there has been a complete trans-
formation in the beef-cattle market. Heavy cattle—and I
saw them in the Chicago yards myself last week weighing
1,600 pounds and down to 1,350—sold as high as 9%z cenis a
pound. Some Member on the floor a few minutes ago said
that the cattlemen were praying for 10-cent cattle. They
came within 50 cents a hundred of it last week.

The interesting and the important thing about it from the
standpoint of the cattleman is that today and during the
past 6 or T weeks, for the first time in 3 years at least, there
is a proper spread between the finished bullock of weight
and the raw material; by “ raw material ” I mean the thin
stocker or feeder which was fetching in the yards last week
from 4% cents to 5 cents a pound. I happen to know
because I went there to purchase them.

A spread between the stocker or feeder at 412 cents and
the finished product at 83 to 9 cents a pound puts the cattle
market in a healthy condition, puts the range of prices in a
healthy condition; and it is the first time we have had it in
3 years.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WADSWORTH., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 3 additional minutes.

Mr. JONES. Not to be taken out of the allotted time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request that the gentleman from New York may proceed for
3 additional minutes, not to be taken out of the time?

There was no chjection.

Mr. WADSWORTH. My fear is that the Government will
step in and make some dreadful mistake at a moment when
the cattle market is just beginning to look bright.

I call attention to the fact—and I think it has some signifi-
cance—that the Government as yet has done nothing with
sheep, and the market for lambs has been consistently favor-
able and good all winter long. Lambs reached 9'% cenfs a
pound, as I recall, last December; and today they are selling
in Chicago between 9 cents and 10 cents. There has been
no processing tax, there has been no reduction, there has
been no agreement, there have been no coniracts, the Gov-
ernment has kept its hands off lambs and this is the only
branch of the livestock business that has been prospering.
The cattle business would appear to be on the verge of reach-
ing a decent condition. My dread is that the Government
will da something to spoil it.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 yield.

Mr. PIERCE. 1Is not that situation due to the number of
sheep that have gone on the market? I am a sheep man.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly it is. The law of supply
and demand has been left undisturbed with respect to lambs
and to sheep, and the market has been excellent.

If the Government goes into this thing now and begins
to put a processing tax on beef cattle and dairy cattle, it will
meet impossible conditions in the attempt to make such a
processing tax fair. A tax of 50 cents a hundredweight on
an animal selling for 9 cents a pound is, of course, a very low
tax, but canners sell on the market all the way down to 2
cenfs a pound, the old canner cow; and a 50-cent tax on her
would be a very heavy tax.

There are an infinite variety of cattle, many breeds, each
with its special virtue, and in ages and qualities, from
“tops " to “ canners.” No government on earth can classify
the beef cattle; their variety is infinite. The judgment of
two men will seldom agree on the exact value of a certain
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load of steers. One man has one conception and another
man well informed has another conception. When the Gov-
ernment gets into it and tries to classify for the purpose of
fixing taxes it will simply make a botch of the whole thing.

I have used this occasion only to raise my voice in protest
as a cattleman against any proposal, any suggestion, that
the Government of the United States put a processing tax on
beef cattle.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TRUAX, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may have 1 additional minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. TRUAX. The gentleman from New York made some
observations on the classification of cattle, and I think he
knows something about that, because his classifications are
correct; but from my observation I would say that the men
down in the Department of Agriculture, the only kind of
cattle they know about is “ bull.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I think it is peculiarly appro-
priate that the gentleman from Ohio should bring up the
subject he has just mentioned. [Applause.] I am not sur-
prised and have no criticism when gentlemen over on the
Jersey side attack the administration or its operation, but
the gentleman from Ohio has been bawling around here for
6 months like g sick calf.

Mr. TRUAX., That is the way the farmers are. They are
all sick under your program,

Mr. JONES. As a boy I visifed a farm at one time and
was looking at the cows. They had a big, fine brindle cow
with long, wavy hair. I did not know much about dairy
cows. I said, * That locks like a fine cow.” The dairyman,
who was an expert, said, “ That cow? why that animal eats
more and bawls louder and gives less milk than any cow in
the world.” [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. TRUAX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. No; I am sorry.

Mr, TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a point of personal
privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas
has the fioor.

Mr. TRUAX. I ask the gentleman to yield.

Mr. JONES. No. I did not take up the gentleman’s time.
I was telling a story. I was not referring to the gentleman,
and I am sorry he has put that interpretation on it.

Mr. TRUAX. I want to tell a story, too.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman has told several already.

Mr. TRUAX. I am going to tell another one after the
gentleman finishes,

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, this question of handling a
farm program is a fremendous one. Ever since I was a boy
the farmer has had a hard time getting anything done in his
behalf and getting justice and equality. One of the diffi-
culties has been that when any program is started, there
are always some of the supposed friends that begin to as-
sault the program. I think the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Truax] is sincere, but he is impatient and begins to com-
plain before the program is started and before it has had
a chance. Some people want the price raised over night,
when for 12 long years policies have been pursued by the
previous administrations that almost produced chaos. The
farmer had been discriminated against so long that his
efforts were paralyzed. Can you expect an administration
in 12 months to clear all of the trash out of the White
House which has accumulated there in 12 long years?

You cannot recover from a serious malady, such as
typhoid fever, in 24 hours, You might have the best doctor
that ever studied medicine and if you have had 3 or 4
months of typhoid fever and are nearly dead it takes time
before you can improve. You might call in one of the finest
physicians in the world. He might give you the best treat-
ment that the human mind after centuries of experience
could conceive. But he must give time for the healing
wings of nature to assist in the restoration. The finest

~surgeon who ever wielded a knife cannot in 1 day restore
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a patient who needs a major operation. Somebody standing
on the sidelines at the end of the second day might say:
“ Why, he is not doing any good. Why do you not call in
Dr. Quack? Why do you not call in Dr, Hoover, who pro-
duced 20-cent wheat and 10-cent corn and 5-cent cotton?”

They started to hang a judge out in the midwest about a
year ago, someone stated here on the floor of the House, be-
cause a foreclosure was started when corn was selling at 10
cents a bushel, Corn has been selling for around 40 cents a
bushel since this program started. Does anyone want to go
back to the wheatless days, the meatless meals, and the
sleepless nights of the Hoover administration? I do not
think the program is perfect, but I do appeal in all good
conscience to all of you. Practically all farm prices are
higher than a year ago.

I apologize to the gentleman from Ohio. He and I are
good friends. He is a great friend of the farmer. I want
him to step and think. I want him to use his fine energy to
help build a program. I was just trying to call his attention
to what is being done to work out a problem for agriculture
which will cure a condition that has existed for years.
Strong men do not leap from birth to full-bloom manhoed
in a day, except in mythology. It is going to take careful
work, with the assistance of everyone who has sympathy.
If there is anything wrong I suggest to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Truax], who is interested in farming and who I
know is interested in promoting the welfare of the farmer, to
go down and make suggestions. They will make mistakes.
Let us work out a program. Let us get together and pull to
lift the farmer out of this condition. If you look over the
fields of the East and the Scuth and West you will not find
them in perfect condition, but they are in much better con-
dition than they were a year ago.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr., JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 3 additional minutes. -

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I think one of the peculiar
differences between the program they are trying to work out
now and the cne that has been adverted to over here is the
fact they go back and consult the farmers under this pro-
gram. That was not done under the old program.

They appeared at the hearings we had before our commit-
tee. They were consulied. We had a mesting of cattlemen
and dairymen from all over the United States. They came
and sat in conference in the rooms of the Committee on
Agriculture and they asked for this bill. Mr. Petrie and
the Secretary of Agriculture said that they would not work
out a program until they had consulted with the cattlemen
and dairymen. They are trying to do teamwork.

One of the reasons that the wheat and cotton programs
have been successful so far is the fact that they have county
and communily committees, and all of the administrative
details practically were worked out by those committees.
If a farmer was not satisfied with his allotment, he went
before a committee of his neighbors and argued the matter
out. The committee usually did about the right thing. The
program was taken back to the grass roots. That is Jeffer-
sonian democracy, if I know anything about it, and if these
men will be patient, I think some of the programs will have
to be changed, but we will get somewhere, and we are get-
ting somewhere., You go out in the fields of the West and
South and in the East and look the actual farmer in the
eye and ask him if he wants to go back to the debacle we had
just before this last session and you will be met with a
chorus of nays.

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. In my home county, con-
taining only 17} townships, the farmers will receive over
$300,000 on account of the reduction in the production of
hogs and the reduction in farm acreage.

Mr. JONES. I thank the gentleman for his suggestion.
That is true everywhere. Benefits are being had, the money

RECORD—HOUSE 9049

[ is going out, and the men are getting more than they would
if they did not have an organized program.

The farm-machinery people reduced their production to
the demand. The automobile people reduced their produc-
tion to the demand. If they had not, autcmobiles would be
selling for $100 apiece. If they were sold at that price and
plows at $10 apiece, and other prices in proportion, we could
then afford to have cheap farm products, but a planless
agriculture in the face of a planned industry will condemn
the American farmer to poverty. Take it, if you want it.
[Applause.]

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I have been desiring to say
a word, perhaps on behalf of the consumer, but particularly
for the manufacturer. Evidently this $150,000,000 is now
to be borne by the general taxpayer, since the dairy and
cattle interests object to paying this tax and are to demand
assistance therein.

These processing taxes are apparently not going to suc-
ceed. If it cannot succeed in the case of cotton, where can
it be successful? I wish to report what a manufacturer of
certain cotton goods told me recently. When I asked him
about the situation, he replied, in effect: “A year ago cotton
was selling for about 6 cents a pound. Then we went off
the gold standard and there was a natural increase in the
price to approximately 11 cents per pound, which is what
the farmer is now receiving. Then a processing tax was
imposed and the cost to the manufacturer of cotton goods
rose to about 16 cents a pound. The N.R.A. then came along
and the cost to the manufacturer again rose, according to
the fineness of the material produced, but in many cases to
not less than 21 cents.”

In consequence there has been a very large increase in the
price of cotton goods to the ultimate consumer, The figures
which I have quoted are those given me by a manufacturer,
and I doubt whether they can be successfully challenged, for
he knew what he was talking about.

Then I asked him about their present program, and he
replied that they are now seeking to reach an agreement
to curtail the manufacture of cotton by 25 percent. When
the material was cheap the wheat farmers were accustomed
to use a cotton bag and use it only once, for sanitary reasons.
But now they cannot afford them and are going to use
paper bags, and once they start doing that they will not
return to cotton ones. Hence, a liftle later we shall hear
from the cotton farmers again when they begin to realizas
that the volume of their sales is being adversely affecied.
And we are all now beginning to realize that the general
public is, after all, to bear most if not all of these processing
taxes.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] has referred to
Mr. Hoover's plan and the large expenditure of money made
in taking off the market the surplus crops at the behest of
the farmer. Of course, the theory underlying the processing
tax plan is that these advances by the Government are
supposed to be repaid, through the medium of the tax, by
the consumer, who had been buying too cheaply and was
supposed to be willing to stand the increased cost. But now
we find that after all the processor has for various reasons
been unable to pass this tax on to the consumer after all
and is in effect making the producer pay it. We are faced
with quite a different situation than what was promised.
By next year we may very well compare the losses under
the Hoover plan with this seemingly complete failure of
the processing-tax scheme.

Mr. PATMAN., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, GIFFORD. Gladly; yes.

Mr. PATMAN, Under the so-called “ Dr. Hoover admin-
istration ¥, many people were forced to use cotton sacks for
bed sheets and towels, too, were they not? We do not want
that condition to exist again.

Mr. GIFFORD. We had an actually prosperous t{ime,
compared with what we would have been having lately,
I may say to the gentleman, if it were not for the loans and
gifts of billions by which the Government has been bolster-
ing up the country the past year.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Gladly.
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Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman know that the number
of families on relief today is just as large as it was a year
ago?

Mr. GIFFORD. I will say to the gentleman that on the
appropriation of this $950,000,000 more that is to be given
away in any manner in which the President may see fif,
the public may come to a realization of the fact that some-
thing very artificial and expensive is being resorted to in
order to make the people believe that we are, in fact, more
prosperous than we were a year ago.

Mr. ARENS. Mr. Speaker, the difficulty of adjusting
agriculture seems to be unsurmountable. I rise to make
some observations on what was said on the floor this after-
noon in regard to this resolution.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Truax] is opposed to a

tax unless the Government fixes the price of the
product effected at a cost of production plus a small profit.
If a profitable price was fixed to the farmer, the surplus he
would produce would be tremendous. Mr, Truax must be
for some surplus confrol program and he should suggest
one.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BLancHARD] wants to
be assured that this bill does not provide for a processing
tax, or at least not one as suggested at 5 cents per pound
on butter fat.

We produced last year over one and three quarter billion
pounds of butter fat in the United States, and 5 cents per
pound tax on this would yield in 1 year eighty-seven and
one half million dollars. There is no danger of such a tax,
and this bill does not provide for any tax.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. McGuein] takes a fall
out of Mr. Wallace. He states that Mr. Wallace advertises
seed corn that will produce one fifth more corn per acre at
$6 per bushel, and thereby increase production, and at the
same time the Secretary of Agriculture asks the farmer to
reduce acreage of corn in order to produce less corn. If
Mr. Wallace can produce seed that will produce on 8 acres
as much as we can raise with common seed on 10 acres, he
is the greatest benefactor that the farmers have and should
return to his farm and do more work along the line of seed
breeding. Why plow, seed, cultivate, harvest, and pay taxes
on 10 acres if 8 will produce as much? Mr. Wallace could
soon place the farmers under the N.R.A. or under the
Conners 30-hour-a-week labor bill.

Many speakers dwelled on the insane policy of destroying
food as it is supposed to be practiced, especially under the
hog-reduction program. The Government bought 6,000,000
pigs and received every runty, sickly and thin pig that was
not fit for food. They purchased 100,000 brood sows that
had to be within 1 month of farrowing. The State law of
Minnesota prohibits the sale of food from any animal that
is within 1 month of producing its young. Hogs so de-
stroyed are mostly responsible for the accusation made
against the Government.

This bill does not provide nor will the Government destroy
any cattle that are fit for food. How the $100,000,000 appro-
priated in this bill is going to be used toward the reduction
of cattle is in the hands of a committee selected by the
cattle breeders themselves.

I am going to vote for this bill. The $50,000,000 appro-
priated under the La Follette amendment in this bill pro-
vides for the purchase of dairy products and beef to be fed
to the needy. This should be an outright appropriation and
not be replaced by a processing tax. The Government
should feed the poor and not expect the farmer to do it. A
portion of the $100,000,000 available for the purchasing of
cattle should be used to eliminate tubercular- and bangs-
affected cattle. The Government should also bear this ex-
pense as a health measure and no processing tax should be
levied.

If the farmers through their committee of five decide to
eliminate more cattle, and they should, they therefore
should not expect any more public help, but should raise the
necessary funds by means of a processing tax.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question of per-
sonal privilege.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. West of Ohio). The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. TRUAX. The gentleman from Texas made a per-
mattack upon me [laughter], and I desire to be recog-

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state
his question of personal privilege.

Mr. TRUAX. I repeat that the gentleman from Texas
made a personal attack upon me by inferring and stating
that I had been inactive and had opposed the President’s
program and did nothing but bawl

Mr, JONES. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman makes that
statement I must insist that the language I used be read,
because I claim that no such statement was made.

Mr. TRUAX. I demand that the language be read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion
that the request comes too late.

Under the rules of the House if a Member is called fo
order for words spoken in debate, the Member calling him
to order shall indicate the words excepted to, and they
shall be taken down in writing at the Clerk’s desk and read
aloud to the House; but he shall not be held to answer, nor
be subject to the censure of the House therefor, if further
debate or other business has intervened.

Other business having intervened, the Chair is of the
opinion that the gentleman’s request comes too late.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, I made the request before
any further business had intervened and was not recog-
nized by the Chair. !

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Truax] endeavored to secure recognition on a ques-
tion of personal privilege but did not request at the time
that the words objected to be taken down.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ohio
made the statement he arose to a point of personal
privilege. . -

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The raising of a question
of personal privilege involving words spoken in debate does
not give the Member affected the right to recognition on
that question unless the words objected to be taken down
at the time., The gentleman’s remedy was to have de-
manded that the words be taken down at the time they
were spoken.

Mr. TRUAX. I do not object to the story of the gentle-
man from Texas about the old brindle cow. During my
farming experience I have always found that the jackass can
bray louder than any other animal on the place.

Mr. JONES. The gentleman certainly qualifies.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, I now rise to a point of per-
sonal privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has not
qualified to make the point at this time.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, I make the point there is no
quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.

During the counting Mr. Truax withdrew his point of no
quorum.

The Clerk read as follows:

The sum of 3,000 of the appropriation *“ Contingent expenses,
House of Representatives: Folding documents, 1833 (03114)" is

continued and made available for the same purposes during the
fiscal year 1934,

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend-
ment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 3, line 11, after the words *year 1934", insert a new
section:

“Sgc. 2. That section 15 (d) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act (Public, No. 10, 73d Cong.) Is hereby amended by adding
thereto the following: ‘Provided, That where such competing
commodity by reason of custom, practice, and/or ufility is not
in substantial competition with a basic commodity or where by
reason of custom, practice, or use of such competing commodity
in an industry or industries, there will be no excessive shift in
consumption within the meaning of this act, within a State or
States, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to
return the entire benefit of such compensatory tax to the pur-
chasers and users thereof.”™
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Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
let us get down to the practical operations of this bill and
the processing tax. The operation of this tax on jute bags
for the benefit of the cotton-producing industry is working
an injustice to producers of many products. I refer o the
marketing of potatoes in the State of Idaho; also to peas,
beans, barley, and all kinds of products that are using jute
bags.

The law should be repealed or modified; and, if my
amendment is adopted, users of jute bags will be benefited
by the refund of the tax collected to the users of jute bags
in marketing their products.

The unfairness of the tax on bags used by other branches
of agriculture than cotton is further accentuated by the fact
that the cotton industry has been exempted from a tax on
the jute which is used for bagging cotton itself. The jute
regulations also were so drafted that burlap bags used for
wool were exempted. Cotton bagging or cotton bags for
wool had never been used in the past for either of these
purposes, and the administration quite properly gave recog-
nition to this fact in the regulations. Growers of grain,
beans, potatoes, onions, and nuts can see no reason for not
being given the same recognition. The facts relating fo
their use of burlap bags are identical with those of cotton
and wool. California farmers on the average use annually
about 44,000,000 burlap bags for purposes for which cotton
bags has never been used. The processing tax on the jute
used in their construction constitutes under present eco-
nomic conditions a very real burden. The tax total for
California alone is close to $900,000 per year. It touches
practically every branch of agriculture practiced in this
State.

We do not use cotton sacks in Idaho; we use gunny sacks
or jute bags, and it costs us $6.36 for every carload of po-
tatoes we send out. In presenting the facts with reference
to the effect of the jute-processing tax on the cost of mar-
keting potatoes, peas, and vegetables in the States west of
the Rocky Mountains, I submit the following letter from
the State commissioner of agriculture for Idaho and a reso-
lution by the Idaho State Grange. For the consideration
of the Members of the House I desire to present the facts
outlined in the application of the California Farm Bureau
Federation submitted to the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministration, for the elimination of the processing tax on
burlap bags used for agricultural commodities, to be in-
cluded in my remarks.

STATE OF IDAHO,

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Boise, March 29, 1934.

Hon. Compron I. WHITE,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear ConcreEssMaN: Referring to your letter with reference
to the jute tax placed on potato bags, will say that we are very
glad indeed that you are on your efforts with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to remove the tax which at the present time
our potato growers are paying.

It does not seem possible that anyone could talk themselves
into feeling that this tax is just, even if it does benefit somebody
in some other part of the country. There would be just as much
sense in saying that to place a tax on the wool bag would help to
relieve the cotton farmer by paying him more for his cotton and
thus make a better customer for the manufacturer and grower of
wool, That kind of argument does not make sense when it gets
back here to our growers in the West who are sacking their onions,
beans, and potatoes and placing them on the market, knowing full
well that they are paying a heavy penalty just because someone
somewhere thinks it should be done. If we have to be a party to
raising a surplus or bonus to be pald the cotton industry, or any
other Industry, why should an item like our potato bags be singled
out from all of the rest of the things we buy?

I know full well that I am not trying to convince you with any
argument that I may produce. I know very well that you have
many arguments that beat some of the things I might mention.
I know that you are whole-heartedly in sympathy with our growers
here in Idaho, just as I am, and are trying in every way that you
can to relieve them.

I am still hoping that through your efforts, along with others
whom I know are trying, that we may finally get this tax removed.

Thanking you very much for your personal efforts, I am,

Very truly yours,
F. Lz JoHNSON,
Commissioner of Agriculture.
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InagO STATE GRANGE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Caldwell, Idaho, April 4, 1934.
IDAHO STATE GRANGE RESOLUTION FORWARDED TO SECRETARY WALLACE

Whereas the United States Government, on December 1, 1933,
imposed a processing tax upon all jute bags used in the United
States as contalners of potatoes, onions, and beans, in
amount from $15.65 to $22.94 per thousand, thereby placing an
unjust, unfair, and unreasonable burden upon the farming in-
terests of the State of Idaho, costing them up to the present
time better than 100,000, and which will, if continued, cost them
approximately $275,000 per annum; and

Whereas, without any notice or warning whatever, these taxzes
were imposed upon jute products, to the serious detriment of both
the grower and shipper of Idaho beans, onions, and potatoes; and

Whereas the farmers of Idaho are today paying a heavy tariff
upon all jute shipped into the United States, also a processing tax
upon all cotton goods used by them; and

Whereas the farmers of Idaho have never used cotton bags,
except in a small way, in the marketing of their products, and
cannot use cotton bags in any quantity except for small con-
sumer packages and on which jute bags cannot be uged; and

Whereas jute bags are in no way competitive to cotton as the
ordinary containers for potatoes, onions, and beans; and

Whereas the farmers of Idaho are today paying the heaviest
freight rates upon their commodities moving to market of any
like farming community in the United States; and

Whereas the farm commodities of the State of Idaho during
the past few years have sold at prices averaging less than the cost
of production, particularly all crops that are affected by the tax
on jute products; and

Whereas there is no direct or indirect benefit received by the
farmers of Idaho from the moneys that they have paid out as a
result of this processing tax; and

Whereas the potato, onion, or bean industry has never received
any crop advances or advances for abandoned acreage, nor do
they anticipate requesting any such assistance; and

Whereas the tax upon jute products is only another unjust,
unfair, and unreasonable burden added to those now being borne
by the farmers of the State of Idaho, and further deprives them
of any opportunity that they might have to recover from the
depressed condition of their industry: Therefore be it

Resolved, That we, the executive committee of the Idaho Btate
Grange, in regular meeting this 31st day of March 1834, protest
the processing tax now imposed upon jute bags used in market-
ing of our commodities, and respectfully urge the United States
Government, through the United States Department of Agricul-
ture, to give the producers of potatoes, onions, and beans rellef
from these unfair, unjust, and unreasonable taxes by removing
:g;mmwu tax upon all bags used in the marketing of these

es.

BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—
TURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRATION

Application for the elimination of the p tax on burlap
bags used for agricultural commodities from jute regulations made
by the Secretary of Agriculture, with the approval of the Presi-
u:hanfi:;,33 under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, effective December

APPLICATION OF THE CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
Interests represented by applicant

The California Farm Bureau Federation is an incorporated,
voluntary, mutual, nonprofit association, representing all agri-
cultural interests within the State of California. It is o
for the purpose of protecting the economie, social, and educational
interests of farmers, It is nonpartisan in its viewpoint, and is
equally sympathetic toward all branches of agriculture.

Regulation complained of

On December 1, 1933, Mr. H. A. Wallace, Secretary of Agricul-
ture, in pursuance of the authority vested in him by section 15
(d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, approved May 12, 1933,
imposed a processing tax on jute fabric amounting to 2.9 cents
per pound on the first domestic processing of jute fabric into
bags. The reason given for imposing this tax was “ that the pay-
ment of the processing tax upon cotton is causing, and will
cause, to the processors thereof disadvantages in competition from
Jute fabric and jute yarn by reason of excessive shifts in consump-
tion between such commodities or products thereof.”

Since the date this tax was first levied, numerous complaints of
unfair discrimination against them have been filed with us by
growers of various agricultural commodities. These farmers have
requested us to present their views to the administration in the
hope that either it would grant immediate relief on the basis of
the facts herein presented or would set a further hearing in this
matter cn the Pacific coast at an early date.

Position of the California Farm Bureau Federation

We should like at the outset to state our position clearly, so
that the statements which we shall make later will not be subject
to misinterpretation. Western agriculture is cognizant of the
splendid and heroic work being accomplished by the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Administration. It is a believer in and a sup-
porter of the principles which the administration is putting into
effect. The comments and such criticlsm as we shall offer are
intended to be helpful and are made with the hope that they
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may pave the way to a fair and speedy.settlement of what has
developed into a vexatious and embarrassing situation for all sup-
porters of the recovery program.

The California Farm Bureau Federation desires to cooperate with
the administration to the fullest extent possible. The working out
of an equitable application of the jute processing tax is necessary
to the success of the cotton plan. In order for the latter to be
successful, the fair treatment of growers of other commodities
must be considered in accomplishing this end.

The effect of the compensatory juie taxr on wesiern agriculiure

The compensatory tax based on jute fabric manufactured into
bags has imposed a great burden upon farmers in the Pacific
Northwest without corresponding benefits to the cotton branch
of the industry. Barley, beans, grain sorghums, nuts, oats, onions,
peas, potatoes, rice, and wheat are all grown in large quantities
throughout this area, and are now and always have been moved in
burlap bags. Bulk handling of these commodities is not exten-
sively practiced in the rural sections of the Pacific Northwest,
and it s, therefore, customary to sell these agricultural products
in burlap bags, usually of 100-pound capacity or greater. The sell-
ing price of grain, beans, rice, etc., is based on the delivery of the
product in a bag, and in those rare cases where the commodities
are delivered in bulk, the cost of a suitable burlap bag is deducted
from the current price paid the farmer.

The producers of each and every one of these commodities has
suffered from extreme price recessions during the past 4 years,
and the amount of economic recovery to date in many instances is
much less than that now attained by cotton growers.

The table on page 3 shows the farm prices paid during the past
5 years for the principal California farm commodities using bag
containers. It shows that for each of these commodities the price
recovery is far from being accomplished. Table I shows, further,
that the cost of the customary burlap container has been so
increased by the so-called “ compensatory tax” that it now costs
practically the same or more than it did during the year of
highest farm ces during the period in question. There is,
therefore, no justification for the assessing of this tax on the
ground of ability to pay, nor is there any legal ground within
the Agricultural Adjustment Act on which this exaction may be
based.

The processing tax on jute applicable to bags used for the agri-
cultural commodities named in table I is unreasonable, unfair,
and unjust. Section 5 (d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
which is the authority relied upon by the administration for the
levying of this tax, states: “ The Secretary of Agriculture shall
ascertain from time to time whether the payment of the process-
ing tax upon any basic commodity is causing or will cause to
the processors thereof disadvantages in compefition from com-
peting commodities by reason of excessive shifts in consumption
between such commodities or products thereof.”

Regardless of the relationship between the price of cotton and
burlap, these agricultural commodities have always moved in
burlap bags, if the quantity exceeded 50 pounds. Obviously, since
cotton bags never have been used for these crops (except in an
insignificant amount for experimental purposes) regardless of
the extremely low cotton prices which have obtained in the past,
there can be no justification for assuming that there has been
or will be a shift in consumption resulting from a process tax
being placed upon cotton. The application of a tax on bags used
for these purposes is, therefore, a clear violation of the intent of
the act, and merely results in burdening agriculture with higher
costs of production.

Farmers growing most of the commodities named are not re-
celving Government assistance, except in a limited way; and, since
there have been no im t price recoveries, these growers find
themselves in the dangerous position of being between a nether
stone of rising production costs and a stationary upper stone of
farm-commodity prices. They are not only unwilling to pay the
tax because it is unfairly assessed, but also because they are
unable to do so. Some relief is being sought through the reuse
of old bags. The majority of growers, however, are forced through
trade and operating practices to use new bags, and for them there
is no escape from the tax.

TasLE I.—Variation in December 1 farm prices of principal Cali-
jornia commodities using bags
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It i1s impossible under present economic conditions for these
farmers to pass this tax on. They are faced with the problem of
overproduction or failure of markets to absorb no amounts,
They are in most cases getting little if anything above out-of-
pocket costs. This tax is, therefore, a direct levy upon returns
to growers which are already insufficient to maintain economic
existence.

Agricultural rellef cannot be accomplished by taxing one por-
tion of agriculture in order to assist ancther. Since cotton bags
have never been used on the Pacific coast (nor elsewhere in the
United States in recent years for containers of the commodities
mentioned), a compensatory tax levied on burlap bags used for
agricultural purposes is unreasonable, and in effect becomes
merely a revenue tax placed upon agriculture generally for the
benefit of one group, namely, cotton.

The tax on burlap bags used by agriculture is not legally as-
sessed. It is levied in direct violation of the clear and unmis-
takable intent of the act. It reduces the purchasing power of
farmers without widening the market for his products. This
is clearly in contradiction of the purposes plainly stated in section
2 of the Agricultural Adjustment Agt, which are to establish
and maintain such balance between production and consumption
of agricultural commodities and such marketing conditions there-
for as will reestablish prices to farmers at a level that will give
agricultural commodities a p power with respect to
articles that farmers buy equivalent to the purchasing power of
t;gﬁc;:ltural commodities in the base period. (August 1909-July

The unfairness of the tax on bags used by other branches of
agriculture than cotton is further accentuated by the fact that
the cotton industry has been exempted from a tax on the jute
which it uses for bagging cotton, The jute regulations also were
so0 drafted that burlap bags used for wool were exempted. Cotton

or cotton bags for wool had never been used in the past
for either of these purposes, and the administration quite prop-
erly gave recognition to this fact in the regulations. Growers of
grain, beans, potatoes, onions, and nuts can see no reason for
not being given the same recognition. The facts relating to their
use of burlap bags are identical with those of cotton and wool.
California farmers, on the average, use annually about 44,000,000
burlap bags for purposes for which cotton has mever been used.
The processing tax on the jute fabric used in their cohstruction
constitutes under present economic conditions a very real bur-
den. The tax totals for California alone close to $900,000 per
year. It touches practically every branch of agriculture practiced
in this State. Table II shows the number used and the tax
burden by commodities.

Factors governing the use of jute bags

As has already been pointed out, jute bags have been used in
the Pacific Northwest exclusively for bagging certain agricultural
commodities. The reasons for the choice of burlap are not the
same for each commodity, but they all poinf to the conclusion
that there has been and will be no shift from jute fo cotton unless
the so-called “compensatory tax” is increased to such a point
as to actually make the use of jute impossible.

Each of the principal commodities will now be considered.

Barley, rice, grain sorghums, and wheat are almost exclusively
handled in burlap bags throughout the Pacific Northwest. There
is a small amount of bulk handling, but even in this case, as
previously mentioned, the selling price is based on the cost of
placing the grain in bags by the purchaser. Graln in bags s
customarily stored in high piles in warehouses. It is necessary,
due to trade practices, to sample each sack. For this purpose a
metal tryer is inserted through the fabric. When the tryer is
removed the hole in a burlap bag tends to close up without
tearing. A cotton bag, on the other hand, will not stand this
practice unless made of exceptionally heavy fabric.

TasLe II—Number of burlap bags used annually by California
agriculture and the present jute processing-taz burden on com=
modities using burlap exclusively
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Suitable cotton bags are now, and always have been, too costly
for this purpose. Piles made of cheap cotton bags would soon
break down due to leakage under the usual operating practices,
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The cost of a cotton bag capable of standing customary uses would
be about double the cost of a satisfactory burlap bag.

Jute grain bags are not reused for rice, wheat, barley, or beans,
and since they are considered as part of the cost of production, it
is essential that as cheap a bag be used as possible. Bags of grain
when exported are deliberately * bled " after loading into the ship
so that the cargo will load better. Obviously only cheap bags
could be used under such circumstances.

The same size and weight of bag is used for barley, rice, and
wheat and grain sorghum. It is of a special size (22 by 36 inches)
and made of 10-ounce burlap. It holds from 100 to 120 pounds,
depending upon the commodity. This size of bag was developed
through long experience because it lent itself more readily to
piling than the sizes used for other commodities. Only burlap
bags have ever been used for these commodities.

Onions in this section are customarily moved in burlap bags of
two sizes—18 by 32 inches and 24 by 37 inches, made of 515~ or
8-ounce burlap, and will hold 50 pounds and 100 pounds of onions,
respectively. No cotton bags are used for this purpose.

Potatoes also require a cheap bag, as the container is considered
a part of the cost of production. The weight of the container is
deducted from the gross welght in determining the price paid for
all agricultural commodities. Except for a very small quantity of
cotton bags used experimentally, jute bags have been and are now
being used exclusively. For this purpose a bag 23 by 36 inches,
made of 8-ounce burlap, and capable of holding 100 pounds of
potatoes is the customary container.

For walnuts and almonds, burlap bags made of 10-ounce burlap,
30 by 40 inches, having a capacity of 100 pounds, are used almost
exclusively. A few bags of a smaller size have been used, mainly
for advertising purposes or as holiday specials, but these also have
been made of burlap. No cotton bags are used for nuts.

Peas and oats move almost entirely in second-hand burlap bags.
Cotton bags are never used for this purpose. A processing tax on
new bags, however, has increased the cost of second-hand bags
materially. These crops are, therefore, also affected.

Bags used for feeds (mixed and mill) are ordinarily made of 9- or
10-ounce burlap, 23 by 26 inches, having a capacity of 100 pounds.
A few of these bags are made of cofton where it is desired to use
a fancy brand. For the usual run of mill feeds, however, the
burlap bag is used almost exclusively, as it is entirely satisfactory
and aiways has been a cheaper container than a sultable bag made
of cotton, It will be noted that in this category the size of the
bag is different from that used for other commodities which used
jute exclusively.

Fertilizers ordinarily move in 9-ounce burlap bags, 21 by 36
inches, having a capacity of 100 pounds.

Alfalfa meal Is handled exclusively in burlap bags constructed
of 95ﬂ§s-on.nce burlap, 30 by 45 inches, having a capacity of 100
pounds.

A summary of data relating to the use of bags by the agricultural
industry in California is given in table III, following:

TasLE III.—Data relating to the use of bags by the agricultural
industry in California
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Taere IIT—Data relating to the use of bags by the agricultural
industry in California—Continued
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The use of bags in California as indicated in table III appears
to be similar to that in other parts of the country for the com-
modities considered. The use of burlap bags for handling grain
is, however, a method peculiar to the Pacific Northwest. In other
parts of the country, the other commodities named used burlap
bags for the same reasons as they are used in California.

Character of relief sought .

The definition of “bags" contained in the jute regulations
complained of herein is unreasonable, unjust, and discriminatory
to the entire agricultural industry, excepting growers of wool
and cotton, We, therefore, earnestly urge the administration to
grant relief to growers of other agricultural commodities in one
of the following ways, or in such other manner as the adminis-
tration in its judgment may deem advisable:

(1) By removing the 2.9 cents per pound processing tax on all
Jute bag contalners having a nominal capacity of 50 pounds or
more;

(2) Abate the processing tax on both cotton and burlap bags
having a nominal capacity of 50 pounds or more;

(3) Remove the processing tax on burlap bags having a capacity
of 50 pounds or more when used as containers of slfalfa meal,
barley, beans, fertilizer, graln sorghum, nuts, onions, potatoes,
rice, and wheat.

The first suggestion will grant rellef to those growers of agri-
cultural commodities who do not use cotton bags without preju-
dicing the use of cotton bags except to a very limited extent. It
is unreasonable to pensalize farmers who use burlap bags exclu-
sively merely because 1 percent to a maximum of 25 percent, In
some cases, of the total bags manufactured of a certain size hap-
pen to be made of cotton, particularly when in most of the cases
the cotton bag would be used, regardless of the price of burlap.
Likewise, it is unjust to farmers to penalize them in order to
hold for cotton so small a portion of the total bag business, if this
business has been obtained due to cotton prices being so low as to
actually fail to pay costs of production. The loss of such busi-
ness to burlap could not be deemed an “ excessive shift.”

= In order to present a broader picture of the effect of suggestion
Nomi- no. 1 we have prepared a tabulation showing the total number of
Vg;elght g’cﬁ; Cost of u;s"f*o{ cotton and burlap bags used in the United States having a capac-
Eind of b ma- | o burlap |40 ity of 50 pounds or greater. While in some instances it has been
Commodity Gsad " | e of bag used | teria o.bag Dbagin | P | necessary to estimate the quantity of bags of a certain size used
Sgp) pounds| =y (includ- | for a commodity, these estimates are usually of such small
ofcom-| ™ Ingtax) | magnitude as not to affect materially the accuracy of the
modity statement.
Out of approximately 560,000,000 bags, less than 20 percent as a
- Ganses maximum could possibly be consldered as belng competitive.
Alfalfa meal__._| Burlap..._. 30by 45 inches_ T 100 | §155.00 | §135.31 for the moment that they are all competitive, then it
Barley-.._—_..._ ceeetlO..o__| 2by 36inches..|] 10 100 | 85 118.25 | appears that the administration has levied a tax on agriculture of
ORI T do..__..| 19%by M inches 12 100 | 18.75| 114.67 | over $11,000,000 in order to collect a tax of 82,000,000 on bags
Cottonseed meal. which might be deemed taxable under the law. It is also a fact
; that included in this $11,000,000 of tax is a levy of over $4,500,000
¥ ixed 22 o 3. *
mﬁ’om m‘;}f%{ﬁ:‘;ﬁ Acld i% l?}w 108.4 | on burlap bags which never were in any manner or degree com-
Mill feed _.do. 9,10 100 | 123.50 | 109.46 | petitive with cotton.
Eeni.mm - '5':1,' gyg::cgg__ u’; i&? g; ?ﬁ Ig. 2:’55 In arriving at the $2,182,600 tax on so-called “competitive
irain sorghum.___ ¥ 36 inches__ . bags ", the tax was applied to all cotton bags in the class. Obvi-
Iy S onds 30by 40inches_| 10 100 | 178.00 | 172.34 | o1y many cotton bags are used for purposes for which burlap is
§ e i ) not suitable and these are, therefore, noncompetitive and should
be eliminated. A true picture would likely show that little over
Onions__.________ 18 by 32 inchea_ | 514l 50| ThM 72.00 | 10 percent of the bags listed are actually competitive. A 80
----------- 24by3Tinches.) 8 100 | 110.00 | 108 63 | unjust tax should not be levied in order to collect $1 that may
1 Practically none sold., be due.
TABLE IV.—Amoun! of texes collected on noncompetitive jute bogs compared with amount collecled on competitive cotlon bags
Amim ; Percant of bags— Number of bags in— Compansatory tax on—
; num L
Commodity bags of 50- N g;”m[n‘ [
%: tiogn‘anwﬂh mm:?- Gomc%tlve Noncompeti- pem??eog;;'s' Noneom ti-l‘:nuota;g;%'g;
greater o mnmt- tive class tivejute bags'| = oo
Mill feed - 137, 000, 000 [ o4 8,000,000 | 129, 000, 000 $160, 000
Mixed feed 94, 000, 000 52 48 51,000,000 | 47,000, 000 1,020, 000
Fertilivars oo o it nin 73, 000, 000 0 s 13 IR 78000,000 ). ek

1 Based on average of 2 cents tax per bag.

t Percent of bags actually made of cotton considerad competitive because field has always been

barlap, even with cotton at extremely low prices.

pe ed by
b * For the purpose of this table, the entire number of cotton bags sold are assumed to be competitive with burlap, although obviously a much smaller proportion should
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TaBLE IV.—Amoun! of lazes collected on noncompetitive fute bags compared with amount collected on competitive cotton bags—Continued
e Percent of bags— Number of bags in— Compensatory tax on—
number of
Processing
{ 50-
Commodity ass o _| Noncom- tax on com- ‘

%g'm‘;?; ggem‘f,’ﬁ% petive | Competitive | Noncompeti-| petitive bags Noncompoti- 'ﬂlggltt)ygim-
greater cotton ‘mtl; l;.-ct- © ve C. tive jute bags B0 ccflwnng
e e pme 4w i — R
Onioos. ......... -| *14.000; 000 0 100 14,000,000 |--7TTTTTTTT 250, 000 230,000
Chemicals £7,000, 000 0 STy ORI AT] Pl ™ o 140, 000 140, 000
Bugar balers 30, 060, 000 4 06 1, 200, 000 23, 500, 000 $24, 000 s N S
Bugar bags 6, 000, 000 3 7 180, 000 5, 820, 000 3,600 116,400 |-o2io oo
Coffee.... | 4,600,000 0 100 ar el ] 4000000 - LI 42, 000 92, 000
Rice.. .. 8, 000, 000 0 1) B emeet 8,000,000 | __.__..__.. 160, 000 160, 000
Flour 6 85, 000, 000 75 25 | 48,750,000 | 18, 230,000 975, 000 828,000 |.coooaoicaais
Total 564, 600, 000 129, 130, 000 | 455, 470, 000 2, 182, 600 9, 109, 400 4, 572, 000

1 Percent of bags actually made of cotton considered competitive bacause field has always been predominated by burlap, even with cotton at extremely low prices.
1 For the purpose of this table, the entire number of cotton bags sold are assumed to be competitive with burlap, although obviously a much smaller proportion should

' Oﬁen mesh cotton bags are competitive with
1 Cotton and paper bags are used only for small containers.
tg8-pound and 140-pound bags only. No burlap 50-pound bags used for flour.

The second proposal is offered if, in the opinion of the adminis-
tration, processors of the small percentage of cotton bags used for
containers having a capacity of 50 pounds or more should be fully
protected against any possible shift in consumption. Again, we
insist that this should not be done at the expense of other
branches of agriculture which use enormous quantities of burlap
bags exclusively. Full protection for cotton processors can be
obtained by abating the tax on the small quantity of cotton bags
used in the classification of 50-pound capacity and over without
jeopardizing the interests of cotton growers or other agricultural
commodities.

The third suggestion will entirely meet the requirements of
Pacific coast agriculture. It does not in any way injure the cotton
interests or the working of the cotton plan. It fully complies with
the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Section 15 (d) of the act does
not specify the means of applying a compensatory processing tax.
The suggestion merely goes one step further than the exemptions
now permitted under present jute regulations, which defines bags
as “ bags are all bags less than 6 feet In length and less than 3
feet in width made from jute fabrics.” We ask merely that the
regulations be modified so as to properly exempt all those com-
modities which have been heretofore moved exclusively in jute
containers. We are asking for California agriculture the same
treatment that has been accorded to cotton and wool growers;
namely, the recognition of the fact that where a commodity has
moved practically 100 percent in jute containers in the past, it is
entitled to be exempted from the payment of a compensatory tax
on the grounds that there has been and will be no shift from
the use of cotton to jute.

We most earnestly urge your careful consideration of the matters
set forth in this application, together with the supplementary let-
ters attached hereto from representative growers and handlers of
various agricultural commodities. We ask that if possible immedi-
ate relief be granted by the removal of the tax on jute bags which
are not now and never have been competitive with cotton bags,
and that if this action is not possible without a hearing, that
such hearing be granted at the earliest possible date and be held
in San Francisco, so that western agriculture may appear and be
fully heard.

Dated at Berkeley, Calif., this 31st day of March 1934.

Respectfully submitted.

CaLiFORNIA FArM BUREAU FEDERATION,
By R. W. BLaCKBURN, President,

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
against the amendment.

The SPEAKER. The point of order is sustained.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time and passed.

On motion of Mr. BucEANAN, a motion to reconsider the
vote whereby the bill was passed, was laid on the table.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA BUSINESS

Mr., PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, this day by unanimous
consent was set aside for the consideration of District of
Columbia business. In view of the time that has been taken
up in the consideration of House Joint Resolution 345, I
think we ought to have another day, sometime next week.
‘Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that the business in
order on Calendar Wednesday of next week be set aside, and
that the day be devoted for the consideration of bills re-
ported from the Committee on the District of Columbia.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks
unanimous consent that the business in order on Calendar
Wednesday of next week be dispensed with, and that the

per, but not burlap, so are excluded from table.

day be devoted to the consideration of bills reported from
the Committee on the District of Columbia. Is there
objection?

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I do not ohject to doing
away with the business in order on Calendar Wednesday,
but I object to the other part of the request.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

THIS IS AN HONEST, DEMOCRATIC, AND AMERICAN METHOD OF
ELECTING OUR PRESIDENT.—JOHN G. CARLISLE

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from California [Mr. LAl may be permitted
to extend his remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
certain quotations from Mr. John G. Carlisle.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEA of California. Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolu-
tion 136 proposes a plan which John G. Carlisle declared to
be an “ honest, democratic, and American method " of elect-
ing a President.

The purpose of these remarks is to present the funda-
mental differences between the existing and the proposed
plan of electing the President. I shall also briefly quote
from Mr, Carlisle’s exposition of this problem.

ELECTORS USELESS

Under the electoral-college system, the people of each
State vote for Presidential electors, who, in turn, act as an
intermediate agency in electing the President.

The Presidential elector was provided by the Constitution
with the intention that he should use his own free discre-~
tion in voting for the best possible man for President. It
was not intended that his vote should be pledged in ad-
vance. Presidential electors of each State were free to vote
independently or collectively, as they saw fit.

The electoral college was planned for a nonpartisan Gov-
ernment, at a time when there were no political parties as
we know them today.

As soon as political parties developed, the system of un-
pledged electors was changed to electors pledged to the
party which elected them.,

Beginning with the fourth election in 1800 and ever since,
all Presidential electors have been pledged in advance.

Deprived of any discretion as to how they should vote,
the electors ceased to serve any useful purpose. For over
100 years we have continued to elect them, although they
have ever since been a needless encumbrance of our election
machinery.

They are not only needless, but, as our history has demon-
strated, they are responsible for a good many of the uncer-
tainties of Presidential elections. Instead of the popular
election always settling the question as to who shall be
President, sometimes the popular election is only the begin-
ning of the uncertainties as to the election which at times
have harassed the country.
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THE UNIT YOTE '

The electors are chosen by a plurality vote in each State.

The whole electoral vote of the State is cast for the plural-
ity candidate, regardless of the size of his plurality, whether
his vote, for instance, be 40 percent or 80 percent of the
popular vote. ]

The plurality candidate, for instance, who receives only 40
percent of the popular vote receives 100 percent of the elec-
toral vote. The votes of all persons in the State voting for
minority candidates are disregarded in computing the result
of the election on the final count at Washington.

In the average Presidential election of the last 60 years,
over 45 percent of the voters of the country, being all those
who voted for minority candidates in all the States, have
been disregarded in computing the final results.

Not only are the minority votes disregarded, but the elec-
toral votes represented by them are cast for their opponents.

Even if the minority voters in the State remain away
from the polls, the electoral votes granted to the State on
account of their residence therein are nevertheless counted
in opposition to their wishes.

The electoral votes were divided, at least to some extent, in
each of the first 11 Presidential elections. The practice of
electing electors by the unit vote, or the general-ticket sys-
tem, became firmly established in 1832 (with exceptions un-
necessary to mention) and has been the universal practice
since that time.

UNIT VOTE ADOPTED TO SUFPRESS MINORITY VOTES

The unit vote was a method adopted by the dominating
political party in each State to prevent the minority parties
in the State from having any voice in the selection of the
President. This effort of dominant political parties to pre-
vent minorities in the State from having a voice in the selec-
tion of a President was intense preceding the election of
1800, and subsequently developed into a universal practice.

The Tammany victory in New York in the spring of 1800
and the victory of the Jefferson Party in Pennsylvania fore-
cast the election of Jefferson unless the system of selecting
Presidential electors should be changed.

The Federalist leaders sought to forestall the election of
Jefferson by bringing about a deadlock in the Legislature of
Pennsylvania, and thus prevent the people of Pennsylvania
from having any voice in the election. They sought to
change the system of selecting electors in New York from
the general to the district system of election in order that
Adams might secure part of the electoral votes of New York
instead of Jefferson securing them all.

The Legislature of New Hampshire took away the right of
the people to select their Presidential electors, and they
themselves chose Federalist electors. In the election that
followed the Jefferson State ticket won by a popular vote of
10 to 6, but the electors chosen by the Legislature all voted
for Adams,

In Massachusetts, the Federalist legislature did away
with the district system of selecting electors and caused
them to be selected by general ticket to prevent Jefferson
securing any of the electors.

In Virginia, the general assembly did away with the dis-
trict system of election and provided for the general-ticket
system in order to eliminate the possibility of Adams secur-
ing any electoral votes from Virginia.

In 1812, within about 1 week of election, the Legislature
of New Jersey took away from the people the right to vote
for Presidential electors, and themselves selected the elec-
tors in order to prevent the opposition party from securing
any electors from that State. '

Thus the origin of the unit-voting system was a deliberate
purpose to deny all minorities a voice in the selection of a
President.

STATE PARTIES PREVENT THE COUNTING OF MINORITY VOTES

The only Federal officials for whom the Constitution gave
the people the right to vote were Representatives in
Congress.

Affer a good many years the universal practice of per-
mitting the people to vote for Presidential electors was
established by the States.
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It was over 50 years after the Constitution was adopted
before the common practice of selecting Representalives by
the general-ticket system was abolished. The dominant
political parties in some States continued for that length of
time to deny the minority parties within the State the right
to be represented in Congress through the selection of Rep-
resentatives in Congress by districts. Full reform of that
practice was accomplished as a result of the Whig victory
in 1840.

After the district system of selecting Representafives was
established, it soon became a common practice for the State
legislatures to gerrymander the congressional districts to
deny minority parties in the State their proper representa-
tion in Congress. That practice has continued until this
hour. It is a form of discreditable politics, which evinces a
lack of good sportsmanship by dominant State parties. It
is a manifest abuse of legislative power that is a menace to
good government. The public has been so long subjected to
this abuse of power that it has become unduly tolerant to
its malign influence.

The selection of Presidential electors by the unit vote is
the same kind of a political offense as gerrymandering. It
is the abuse of power by majority groups in the States to
serve their own ends and to deny to all minorities their
proper representation in the selection of a President. There
is no difference in morals or in good politics between denying
a minorify its just representation in the House through
gerrymandering and in denying a minority its just repre-
sentation in the selection of a President. It is a denial of
the just right of the minority to participate in the final
count of the election. It is a form of political piracy. It
is a refusal to count the votes as cast. In each case it is an
abuse of power by those in control. The unit-voting system
forbids any just system of mathematics in computing the
results and creates what George McDuffle, over a hundred
years ago, declared to be “ a system of false equations.”

DENIAL OF REFPRESENTATION

Electoral votes were given to the States on the funda-
mental principle of electoral votes in proportion to popula-
tion. Thus, the electoral votes represent the people.

We translate popular votes into electoral votes in the State
to give the various States a common unit in which to express
themselves in the election of a President.

The electoral votes represent the whole population of the
State, those of the minority as well as of the majority par-
ties. The denial of any representation of the minority of
the State in the final computation of the result at Wash-
ington is a denial of representation, the fundamental prin-
ciple on which our Government is supposed to be founded.

The minority in the State have as much right to be repre-
sented in the electoral college as in the House of Representa-
tives through the election of Members by districts.

After the original struggle to deny minority representa-
tion began, it was soon found not practicable for one State to
permit minority representation when that was denied in
the other States. Thus all the States, through the necessity
of adopting the bad example, were forced under the general-
ticket system.

I present an illustrative table demonstrating George Mec-
Duffie’s statement that the unit-voting system is “ a system
of false equations.” The illustration assumes a State with
700,000 voters and 10 electoral votes.

Comparison of methods of computing State votes on final count
under present and proposed plans
ELECTORAL-COLLEGE PLAN

Percent Minority

Vote for leading candidate popular Pt;%f;“ Elgt;tgnl votes dis-

vota regarded

T Onanimend .o 100 { 700,000 10 None
2. Majority (2 or maore candidates). ... 60 | 420,000 10 280,
3. Plurallty (3 or more candidates)________| 40 | 280, 000 10 420,

FROPOSED FPLAN

1. Unanimous. 100 | 700,000 10 Nona

2. Majority 60 | 420,000 8 None

3. Plurality. 40 | 280,000 4 None
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* From the above table it will be observed that the leading
candidate, whether he received 100, 60, or 40 percent of
the popular vote, would receive the same 10 electoral votes.
In one case no minority votes would be disregarded; in the
second case 280,000 minority votes would be disregarded;
and in the third case 60 percent of all the popular votes,
or 420,000, would be disregarded.

Under the proposed plan no votes would be disregarded,
and each candidate would receive the number of electoral
votes to which his popular votes entitled him; no more,
no less.

TUNIT VOTE FAVORS GROUP CONTROL

Some ill consequences of the unit-voting system are mani-
fest. One effect is the inducement it offers for group, sec-
tional, and minority control of the Government.

The Presidential election is now a contest of political
parties to secure 265 electoral votes. The other 264 are
relatively unimportant if the other 265 votes are secured.
These 265 votes are secured through plurality votes in each
of the States which in the aggregate have that many votes.
On the average, as measured by the last election, those 265
electoral votes come from States which have a little over
20,000,000 of the Nation’s 40,000,000 voters.

A majority of the popular votes in those States represent
less than 26 percent of the voters of the country, or a little
over 10,000,000 voters. Thus, 10,000,000 voters representing
a little over one fourth of the voters of the Nation actually
_cast the effective votes that elect the President. The other
votes of the Nation are either minority votes or majority
votes cast in States where unnecessary to the election.

In cases where there may be three or more candidates a
plurality vote might be as low as 40 percent or less of the
vote of the Nation. A plurality vote in the States having
265 electoral votes in that event would be less than 8,500,000
voters.

By permitting a plurality group in States having one half
of the electoral votes to elect the President, the system un-
necessarily caters to group minority and sectional control
of the election. Minority groups in the Nation may be
given an importance in the final count virtually twice their
actual voting numbers.

Under the plan proposed in House Joint Resolution 136,
no such results can occur. TUnder this plan it would require
a plurality of the whole Nation, and not simply in half of the
States, to elect the President.

So, in any form the election may take by which less than
half the voters of the Nation may select the President, this
plan would, on the average, require twice as many popular
votes as are necessary under the electoral-college system.
In other words, this system is more conservative, more sound,
stable, and just than the electoral-college system in assuring
that the result of the election reflects the will of the Nation.

UNIT SYSTEM INDUCES FEAUD

Ancther ill consequence of the unit-voting system is the
inducement it offers for fraud. The result of the election
depends on securing the “ doubtful States.” The party who
secures the plurality secures the whole vote of the State.

It may be that half or more of the popular votes are cast
for minority parties, but the plurality candidate receives the
total electoral vote.

A few hundred or a few thousand votes fraudulenfly se-
cured may decide an election when a great State like New
York with its 47 electoral votes, may have half of them taken
away from the minority, or a great State like Ohio with its
26 electoral votes may have half of them taken away from
the minority and given to the majority.

The unearned vote thus secured, as a result of fraud,
would be the number of electoral votes represented by the
total minority votes in that State.

Under the system of dividing the electoral votes as pro-
posed in House Joint Resolution 136, the inducement to
fraud is relatively nonexistent.

In the last Presidential election the average electoral vote
represented about 70,000 voters. As the vote would be
divided in exact proportion to the popular vote, using two
points beyond the decimal in the interest of accuracy for
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that purpose, a contest involving 10,000 fraudulent votes,
say in a State with 20 electoral votes, would mean a contest
over one seventh of 1 electoral vote, instead of a contest
over the whole 20 votes, as under the electoral-college
system.

Thus, under the present system a fraud of 10,000 votes
may secure 20 electoral votes, or even 47 electoral votes.
Under the proposed system a fraud of 10,000 votes would
involve only one seventh of 1 electoral vote, and ordinarily
would be insignificant in determining the result of an
election.

DOUBTFUL BTATES

Another ill consequence of the electoral-college system
is its unwholesome concentration of the contest to win the
doubtful States and thus win the unearned votes repre-
senting the minorities in those States. The whole intense
compact of the contest is centralized on the doubtful States.

The certain States are comparatively on the side lines in
the election. Whether the majority of the leading candidate
EhereI be 10 percent or 40 percent, 1,000 or 500,000, is imma-
erial.

The minority votes in all the States are disregarded and
not computed in the ultimate result.

Under the system proposed in House Joint Resolution 136,
the minority vote in every State would count in the final
result, whether in Maine, Pennsylvania, Alabama, or Oregon,
each voter could cast his ballot with the assurance that it
would contribute to the ultimate result.

The contest for the Presidency would thus be everywhere
instead of in the few doubtful States.

The political problem of parties would not be to carry a
few doubtful States, but to win votes everywhere. Voters
everyw;here would participate and have their votes counted
as cast,

DEADLOCKS; ELECTIONS IN THE HOUSE

The presidential electors are chosen by plurality votes,
but a majority of the electors is necessary to elect a Presi-
dent. In the absence of a majority the election of the
President occurs in the House of Representatives, where the
election is confined to one of the three highest candidates.

In the election in the House the votes are taken by States,
each State having only one vote, which is determined by a
majority vote of the Representatives from that State.

In other words, in an election of the President in the
House of Representatives the smallest is the equal of the
largest State and every other State in selecting the Presi-
dent. The State with 300,000 inhabitants is equal in power
with the State of New York with over 12,000,000.

As a majority of the States, 25, have only about 20 percent
of the Members of the House of Representatives, it is physi-
cally possible for that number of Representatives to select
a President against the will of the overwhelming majority
of the membership of the House.

Manifestly an election would usually occur in the House
of Representatives only where there are three or more can-
didates having electoral votes or where one of the three
highest has died or is disqualified. If is fairly safe to assume
that in all such cases the membership of the House would
be divided between three or more parties, which would make
it probable that no one party would control a majority
of the State votes. In that event, the only chance to elect
a President in the House is by securing votes by the Repre-
sentatives of one party for the candidate of another party.
Any such election is likely to involve cabal, intrigue, and
scandal, such as accompanied the elections in the House in
1800 and 1824.

SEUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES IN THE TWO PLANS

To summarize, the differences in the two plans are simple,
plain, and important:

The electoral college requires the election of Presidential
electors who uselessly encumber our election machinery.
The proposed plan eliminates these useless electors and gives
the people a direct vote.

The electoral-college plan, through its allotment of elec-
toral votes to the States under the formula prescribed by
the Constitution, preserves the relative strength, or voting
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rights, of each State in the Federal Government. The pro-
posed plan likewise preserves the relative strength of the
States.

The electoral-college system, through its unit vote, denies
minority participation in the final count for the election of a
President. It is a form of discreditable politics akin to
gerrymandering, which is another form of denying the
minerity its just participation in the election of Represent-
atives.

The proposed plan would end this discreditable mistreat-
ment of minorities and give every candidate the proportion
of the electoral votes of the States to which he is entitled, no
more and no less.

The electoral-college plan needlessly creates deadlocks and
throws the election of the President into the House of Repre-
sentatives.

The proposed plan would eliminate deadlocks and make
the election of a President in the House unnecessary except
in the cases where the elected candidate subsequently dies
or becomes disqualified, as provided for in the *lame duck”
amendment.

The other provisions of the proposed plan are routine and
incidental to carrying out the fundamental purposes of the
system.

PREVIOUS ATTEMPTS AT ELECTOEAL REFORM

There have been two great periods of attempts at electoral
reform in this country. The first had its setting in the con-
troversial election in the House of Representatives in 1824,
and the second in the controversial election of 1876. Thomas
Benton and George McDuffie were the leaders in the first
effort, and Senator Oliver Morton, of Indiana, was the leader
in the second effort.

Senator Morton stood second on the first ballot for the
Republican nomination in the convention of 1876. He was
a member of the Electoral Commission which decided the
Hayes-Tilden contest. With great ability and tenacity he
advocated the elimination of presidential electors and the
division of State electoral votes through district selection, as
I have heretofore quoted him in presentation of this problem
to committees of the House,

Petty politics and sectional and partisan strife made each
of these great efforts for electoral reform fruitless.

The need of electoral reform has been almost universally
recognized for a hundred years. The statesmanship of the
country has presented the rather disheartening spectacle
of being unable to reform the system in the face of bitter
contests arising out of its defects. Inertia and indifference
have made reform impossible when the country, in the ab-
sence of any acute injury, is unconscious of the evils that
lurk in the system.

As an archaie, crude, and absurd system of selecting the
head of the Nation, the electoral-college system is probably
without an equal in any popular government in the world.

Its crudeness, inequalities, injustices, and possibilities for
a national calamity challenge American statesmanship now
when no bitter strife is impending, to correct these mani-
fest evils.

JOHN G. CARLISLE

John G. Carlisle, of Eentucky, is rated as one of our
outstanding statesmen of the last 50 years. He served here
many years. He was three times Speaker of the House of
Representatives, served at length in the Senate, and was
Secretary of the Treasury under the last Cleveland adminis-
tration. His experience, his abililty and practical states-
manship will not be questioned.

I submit herewith an approval of this plan as stated by
Mr. Carlisle shortly after retirement from the Cleveland
Cabinet.

PLAN AFPFROVED EY CARLISLE

A constitutional amendment, providing simply that the Presi-
dent and the Vice President shall be chosen by the people of the
several States, voting by ballot, on a day fixed by Congress, which
shall be the same throughout the United States; that the electors
in each State shall have the qualifications required for electors
of the most numerous branch of the State legislature; that each
State shall be entitled to & number of votes—to be called * Presi-
dential *, or “ electoral "', votes—equal to the number of its Sena-
tors and Representatives in Congress; and that, in ascertaining
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the result of the election each person voted for shall be entitled
to have counted in his favor & number of the Presidential, or
electoral, votes of each State corresponding to the proportion of
the popular vote received by him in such State—this would not
only secure uniformity and equality but would greatly simplify
the proceedings and avoid nearly all the dangers incident to the
existing system.

DIVISION OF STATE VOTE PLAINLY JUST AND FAIR

That each candidate should be entitled to the vote actually
received in each State by the electors representing him is a propo-
sition so plainly just and falr, not only to the candidate himself,
but to the people who support him, that it ought to receive
general assent. It is not suggested that the popular vote of
the whole country should-be consolidated, or aggregated, so that
& majority, or plurality, of the whole number should be necessary
to elect; but simply, that each State should control its own
electoral or Presidential vote and divide it among the persons
voted for, according to the expressed will of its own peo-
ple, without reference to majorities, or pluralities, in other
States. * * * ;

This can be done without impairing the rights of any State, or
interfering with the legitimate interests of any citizen or political
party.

Under such a plan the several States would retain all the powers
that they now possess in respect to the election of a President and
& Vice President, and that power would be exercised directly by
the people, voting under such qualifications as should be pre-
scribed by each State for itself.

STATE RIGHTS PRESERVED

* * * The two electors awarded to each State on account of
its Representatives In the Senate are chosen by the people at large
in the same manner as those awarded to it on account of its
population. In this country, the people are the primary source of
all political power, and their will, expressed in the form prescribed
by the laws of the State, is the will of the State. It is apparent,
therefore, that so far as the method of choosing the electors
would be concerned, and so far as the equal power of the States
as such, would be affected, the suggested amendment would make
no change from the present practice, and, consequently, it cannot
be justly sald that any existing right of the States would be
impaired.

ELECTION REGAEDLESS OF STATE LINES IMPOSSIBLE, EVEN IF DESIRABLE

“Any attempt to disturb the compromises of the Constitution,
by which the equality of the States in the Ssnate and in the elec-
tion of President and Vice President was provided for, would
provoke a controversy in which the merits of all other features of
the proposed amendment would be entirely ignored; and, conse-
quently, those who really desire to secure a reformation of what
they regard as the most objectionable parts of the system must be
content to leave all others as they now are.”

DIVISION OF STATE ELECTORAL VOTES ESSENTIAL TO A REMEDY OF THE
EVILS OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM

In my opinion, no amendment will afford a complete remedy
for the evils now existing unless it shall provide for the distribu-
tion of the Presidential or electoral votes of each State among the
persons voted for according to the number of popular votes actu-
ally received by each, and that a plurality of the Presidential or
electoral votes shall elect. If the entire Presidential or electoral
vote of a State should still be given to a single person merely be-
cause he received a majority or plurality of its popular votes, the
very large and the so-called “ doubtful * States would continue to
exercise more than their proper share of political power and in-
fluence in the selection of candidates, and in the elections; and
none of the existing temptations to resort to unusual or improper
practices, in order o secure a majority or plurality of the popular
vote in such States, would be removed.

MINORITY STRENGTH WRESTED FROM THEM AND TRANSFERRED TO THEIR
OPPONENTS

The minorities not only have no representation in the electoral
colleges but the political power, which rightfully belongs to them
as citizens and qualified voters, is wrested from them and trans-
ferred to their oppenents. Thelr votes are not merely lost, but, by
reason of the interposition of a wholly useless body of electors, are
actually counted for the candidate against whom they are cast.
These are not, therefore, the ordinary cases in which minorities
are justly required to submit to the will of majorities, or plurali-
tles, but cases in which the minorities are compelled, in the final
process of electing, to contribute their whole force to the success
of their opponents.

DIVISION OF STATE VOTES WOULD END DEMORALIZING CONTESTS IN
DOUBTFUL STATES

If the electoral votes of each State are distributed among the
several persons voted for in proportion to the popular vote re-
ceived by them, respectively, it will be just as important to
secure a large vote in one State as in another; and the demoraliz-
ing contests for the control of the doubtful or “ pivotal" States
will not occur. A Democratic vote in the Republican State of Penn-
sylvania, or a Republican vote in the Democratic State of Texas,
would be as valuable to the parties, respectively, as if it had been
secured in the most doubtful State in the Union; and a vote for
either party in a small State would be just as important as a vote
in a large one, If such a provision as is here suggested had
been In force in 1876-77, the controversies which arose in regard
to the votes of Louisiana, Florida, and South Carolina would have
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been of no practical Importance, becausé their determination
either way would have affected but a mere fraction of a Presi-
dential or electoral vote in each State, and the result of the
election would not have been involved. The rejection of all the
disputed votes in the three States would not have defeated Mr.
Tilden; and, consequently, there would have been no inducement
to make partisan decisions in the local election tribunals, nor any
ground for the fear of civil commotion, which disturbed the public
mind and paralyzed business during the pendency of the pro-
ceedings. It seems that any proposed constitutional or legal pro-
vision which, without doing injustice to any part of the people,
would insure the country against the recurrence of such a dan-
gerous condition of affairs ought to receive at least the careful
consideration of Congress and of the States; and, if rejected,
something better should be proposed in its place.
PLURALITY VOTE SHOULD ELECT

The general American rule is that, in choosing public officers,
a plurality controls; and the application of this rule to the elec-
tion of a President and a Vice President is especially desirable, for
the reason, among others, that it would almost certainly prevent
the devolution of the election upon the House of Representatives,
a contingency which is always to be apprehended under the opera-
tion of the present system. * * * The constitutional require-
ment, that the votes of a majority of the whole number of electors
chosen shall be necessary to elect, has, twice in our history, made
it the duty of the House of Representatives to choose a President,
once before the adoption of the amendment of 1804, and once
after. On both occasions the public mind was filled with the
gravest apprehensions of danger to the peace of the country. At
the election of 1824, which was held under the Constitution, as
amended, General Jackson received a greater popular vote and
more electoral votes than Adams, his strongest competitor, and,
under the plurality rule, would have been legally chosen President;
but the question was referred to the House of Representatives, and
Jackson was defeated.

DEADLOCKS PREVENTED—HOUSE ELECTIONS UNNECESSARY

# * * The simplest and fairest way to prevent the election
from being made by the House is to provide that a plurality of
the Presidential or electoral votes shall be sufficient, and, as already
intimated, this would be no departure from the common law of
elections in this country. It is not only the rule in selecting State
officials but also in choosing Presidential electors under the pres-
ent system; but, after the electors have been chosen by pluralities
in all the States, the rule or principle is changed and the electors
can make no choice except by the concurrent votes of a majority
of their whole number. * * *

ELECTORS ARE TUSELESS AGENTS

Electors are chosen by pluralities for the sole purpose of elect-
ing a President and a Vice President, and the propositions here
made are simply that these useless agents shall be dispensed with
and that the people themselves shall elect, by a plurality vote,
but securing to the minorities in the States the right to be
effectively represented according to their numbers. * * *

Dangerous defects of our electoral system

The existing provisions of the Constitution on this subject
* * ¢ are not only cumbersome and inconsistent with the
democratic spirit of our institutionms, but so imperfect in their
details and so uncertain in their practical operation as to consti-
tute a menace to the peace of the country at each recurring Presi-
dential election, yet * * * we may be compelled to go on,
without a change, until some catastrophe shall occur, which will
either precipitate hasty and inconsiderate action, or prevent any
action, because it has become too late to accomplish anything.

When the people have voted, and the result of the poll has
been finally ascertained and declared, the question ought to be
settled; but, under the present useless and cumbersome system,
the greatest difficulties and dangers are encountered after the
popular election has been held.

In no other country in the world would such a system have
failed to produce civil dissensions of the most dangerous charac-
ter; and we shzall be fortunate indeed if, in view of the growing
importance of the offices to be filled, we continue much longer
to enjoy immunity from such discords, * * *

The electoral system, which, even according to its original de-
slgn, was never consistent with our theory of government, is, In
my opinion, the source of all the greatest dangers to which we
are now subject. * * *

JUST CAUSE FOR DISSATISFACTION

In a free country, the will of the majority, or of a plurality—
if such a rule has been adopted in advance—when constitution-
ally expressed in the form of a law, or in the selection of public
officials, ought to govern; and the minority cannot rightfully
complain when its votes are merely lost, or prove ineffective.
But when they are transferred to, and counted for, the majority,
as they are now in choesing electors, there is just cause for dis-
satisfaction. If this process were necessary, in order to make the
final result of the election conform to the will of the actual ma-
jority of the people of the several Sfates, there would be no just
cause for complaint; but its tendency is to produce just the
contrary effect, as shown by our whole experience under the
system. It is, therefore, objectionable, in both form and sub-
stance. A majority, or plurality, of 1 in the popular vote of a
State is just as effectual to give the entire electoral vote of that
State to a single person as is a majority, or plurality, of & hun-
dred thousand, or even a greater number, in another State. It
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can, therefore, happen that the result of an election will depend,

not upon the majorities, or pluralities, received in all the States,

or in a majority of them, but upon a bare majority, or plurality,

gceived in a single State; and this has actually occurred more
an once.

PRESENT SYSTEM IS AN INDUCEMENT TO FRAUD

The electoral system is not only unnecessary, and likely to
defeat the will of the people of the several States in the selec-
tion of a President and Vice President, but as now conducted it
affords many oppertunities and offers great inducements for fraud
and corruption in the prosecution of the contest, as well as in the
ascertainment and declaration of the result. When the election
of a candidate by the electoral colleges can be secured by the
purchase or manipulation of a very few popular votes in what are
called the doubtful or pivotal States, it is scarcely to be expected
that the temptation to use improper means, If necessary, to in-
fluence public opinion in such States will be successfully resisted
by those who are entrusted with the management of political
campaigns. In fact, a comparatively small number of votes in any
one of our great cities may determine the result in a whole State,
and thus throw the State’s entire electoral vote to one candidate;
and this small vote, however improperly it may have been secured,
may decide who is to be President of the Republic for 4 years.

DEMONSTRATED EVILS OF SYSTEM MAY BE REPEATED

* * * The severe test to which the temper of our people and
the strength of our institutions were then subjected cannot be
safely repeated, and yet, while the existing system is continued, we
are liable to a recurrence of similar troubles at each Presidential
election, under conditions not so favorable, perhaps, to the preser-
vation of the public peace,

There is no good reason why these perilous obstructions should
not be removed from our pathway and a plain and just method
be adopted for ascertaining and declaring the choice of the people
for the two most important offices in the Government. If there
ever was a substantial reason for the intervention of electors, it
has long since ceased to exist; and every consideration of justice,
expediency, and political consistency demands that this antiquated
remnant of European aristocracy should be eliminated from our
system at the earliest possible day. * * *

I submit a copy of House Joint Resolution 136, introduced
by me, with title heads I have inserted for the readers’
convenience:

House Joint Resolution 138

Joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States providing for the election of President and
Vice President

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled (ftwo thirds of
each House concurring therein), That an amendment is hereby
proposed to the Constitution of the United States which shall be
valid to all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when
ratified by three fourths of the legislatures of the several States.
Sald amendment shall be as follows:

"

“BSecrion 1. That the twelfth amendment of the Constitution
of the United States be, and is hereby, amended to read as
follows:

“ArTICLE XII
¢ FLECTORAL COLLEGE ABOLISHED

“‘The electoral-college system of electing the President and
Vice President of the United States is hereby abolished.

“* DIRECT VOTE
“*The President and Vice President shall be elected by the
people of the several States. The electors in each State shall have
the qualifications requisite for electors of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature.

“‘TIME OF ELECTION

“* Congress shall determine the time of such election, which
shall be the same throughout the United States. Until otherwise
determined by the Congress, such election shall be held on the
Tuesday next after the first Monday in November of the year
preceding the year in which the regular term of the President is

to begin.
“*STATE STRENGTH RETAINED
“*Each State shall be entitled to a number of electoral votes
equal to the whole number of Senators and Representatives to
which such State may be entitled in the Congress.

* * CERTIFICATES OF RESULTS

“¢Within 45 days after such election, or at such time as the
Congress shall direct, the officlal custodian of the election returns
of each State shall make distinct lists of all persons for whom
votes were cast for President and the number of votes for each,
and the total vote of the electors of the State for all persons for
President, which lists he shall sign and certify and transmit sealed
to the seat of the Government of the United States, directed to
the President of the Senate.

“* YOTE—HOW COUNTED
“‘The President of the Senate shall in the presence of the

Senate and House of Representatives open all certificates, and
the votes shall then be counted. Each person for whom votes
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were cast for President In each State shall be credited with such
proportion of the electoral votes thereof as he received of the
total vote of the electors therein for President.
“ * SIMPLIFIED COMPUTATIONS
i it the computations, fractional numbers less than
0.01 shall be disregarded unless a more detailed calculation would
change the result of the election.
“ ! PLURALITY ELECTS

“*‘The person having the greatest number of electoral votes for
President shall be President.
“*TIE VOTE
“*‘If two or more persons shall have an equal and the highest
number of such votes, then the one for whom the greatest num-
ber of popular votes were cast shall be President.
“ { YICE PRESIDENT

“+The Vice President shall be likewise elected, at the same time
and in the same manner and subject to the same provisions, as
the President, but no person constitutionally ineligible for the
office of President shall be eligible to that of Vice President of
the United States.

“ REFEAL

* Bec. 2. aphs 2 and 3 of sectlon 1, article II, of the Con-

stitution are hereby repealed.

“ LIMIT FOR RATIFICATION

“ 8ec. 8. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been
ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures
of three fourths of the States within 7 years from the date of the
submission hereof to the States by the Congress.”

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr, WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp in connection with the
amendment that I offered to House Joint Resolution 345,
and to include therewith certain data.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ORDER

Mr, HARLAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the ReEcorp by including an address
delivered by a former Member of this House, ex-Gov. James
Cox, at the Jefferson Day banquet.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following address deliv-
ered by a former Member of the House, ex-Governor James
M. Cox, of Ohio, at the Jefferson Day banquet, Dayton,
Ohio, May 12, 1934:

Our economic and governmental situation concerns every house-
hold in the land. It i{s a subject of such intimate interest that
not a politically partisan word or thought should be expressed
about it.

We must not forget what brought it about. It has not been
created by the deliberate plans of public officers or laymen. The
measures dealing with it are the best that could be devised in the
emergency. We hope that it is the way out of chaos into a more
contented and prosperous national life,

Its preliminaries were created in a moment of great hazard.
Let those who criticize the course taken remember the emergency
which saw its beginning. The man most responsible for it is
the President of the United States, who, on the 4th of March
1933, assumed the governmental burdens of our people. BSixteen
millions were unemployed. Banks were closed. Industry was
paralyzed. Human hope was at the lowest ebb in all our history.

Confidence was inspired immediately by the mere fact of action.
The President was not afrald fo try. He knew mistakes would
ensue. No one has been franker to admit them. He has not only
admitted them but has taken quick steps to correct them. No
responsibility since Lincoln has been comparable to that of Roose-
velt, nor has any president since Lincoln selected such a non-
partisan cabinet. It was Lincoln’s task to save the Union. It was
Roosevelt's task to save organized soclety. He recognized that it
could not be done except by strong governmental action restoring
social and economic order.

It was no time for theorles. The President could not fail to re-
member—nor must we fail to recall—the words of Lincoln: “I
cannot control events. Events control me.” No one can make a
falr analysis of the present state of things without admitting
that as Lincoln was forced into measures and devices by events,
s0 has Roosevelt been. We were not in the midst of an ordinary
financlal panic. Panic had seized our whole people, and men and
women who knew nothing about finance were troubled about the
question of life itself.

When a camper is struck by a storm, he quickly drives pegs
to tie down his tent. When the waters of the mad Mississippi
swept over the lands, the farmers did not wait to call an engi-
neer. They resorted to spade and shovel and other immediate
devices both to stay and direct the flood of waters. Roosevelt
has simply sought to meet emergencies by driving down stakes
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to which could be anchored the concerted energies of our people.
tnoegxasdwught to hold the flood waters by whatever means came
and.

You may hear criticism of measures or of laws, but can you
name a single one that has not been directed at an abuse which
we all admit must be removed? Obviously, therefore, differences
of opinion concern details rather than the basic principle of
recovery.

Our disordered state was not the result of momentary indis-
cretions. It was the accumulation of the ills that had piled up
in more than a decade. We refused to see or think. We entered
into a period that could not escape the reactions of the most
stupendous upheaval the whole world had ever experienced.
Frontiers had been changed, governments had fallen, the normal
currents of trade had been reversed or destroyed, and millions
who could not find labor found death. Yet in this country the
man who gave warning of the certain consequences of cur smug
complacency was an alarmist, He who urged change was de-
nounced as a radical. Certain forms of organized wealth and
human seized upon governmental preferences to further
selfish aims, There could be but one end to that.

‘Well do I remember a political meeting in New York City at
the close of the campaign of 1920. At that time I sald, at the
very seat of organized wealth, that if the enterprises in mind,
when big business was financing a political campaign, were car-
ried through, then in a comparatively brief season the well-
meaning business men in America would thank God for the
party of Jefferson, because it would be necessary to the salvation
of the country. One extreme follows another. The result of ex-
treme reactionism would carry us to the exfreme of revolution
unless some jnstrument to prevent could be found.

That instrument, happily, in the hour of crisis was at hand.
The party of Jefferson has always been the liberal party; and upon
the ground which he. plotted then and we seek to maintain now,
the balance Is being regained. The philosophy of Jefferson in its
essence was that government must respond to social needs, and 1t
cannot do it unless it changes as our social conditions, under the
relentless processes of evolution, change. Failure to do that very
thing led to the evil times that fell upon us. Our economic and
governmental organisms could no longer stand the infection of
unhealthy practices and neglect. Then came the collapse, At
that critical hour the President of the United States became the
attending physician of a dangerously sick land.

When we call attention to the now-improved conditions, the
critic insists that they will not last. There are those who hon-
estly differ with the President in many of his policies. But can
anyone deny that the passion of his soul is to save the country
as Lincoln's was to save the Union? Is it not true that the
propagandist critic is a man who wants a return of the old crder
which brought its preferences to him? We hear it said that busi-
ness has been taken over by the Government. Is it not true that
business, crying for help, threw itself into the hands of govern-
ment? Did not the banks and the railroads come forward to be
saved? Has supplication come from the Government to enter
?;111;1?;53. or has business as a whole turned to Washington for

e

Business is but a process and result of human labor. In the
modern order of things a man, to live, must work, and the prod-
ucts of his toil are the making of business. The President's one
purpose is to restore social order, and social order is dependent
upon an orderly industry. If society is prostrate, then what in-
strument more logically and naturally can be invoked than Gov-
ernment itself? It is the instrument of soclety, the thing created
to act for the whole.

We hear it said that the cost of our recovery is too great, that
the accumulating debt will wreck us. 'We had a large debt to start
with, and it could only be pald by restoring prosperity, I remem-
ber as a farm boy that the old sucker pump in the well would
not work until you poured water into it. And so the case has
been with us. It was necessary to take of our reserves and pour
the waters of our resources into the pump in order that things
might be set going again.

I do not speak for the President, but I am certain in my own
conviction that when business, which was sick—and sick unto
death—is ready to leave the hospital and keep itself in health, it
will find a wide open door. I recur to that figure of speech in
which I stated that the President in his every measure was simply
driving down stakes for a mooring. They are but the beginning.
Legislative and Executive measures born in critical times of emer-
gency will be refined and changed as social needs suggest. That
is the theory of a liberal government. But they would never have
been driven by the hand of reaction, because the seifish, designing
reactionary has always profited by the salvaging of wreckage. Nor
would they be refined and perfected by the hand of reaction,

One of the most reassuring things in our whole situation, as
I, at least, see it, is that in the 14 months of our rebuilding, with
public emotions aroused, with nerves tense and throbbing with
the expressed fear that our beloved country was drifting into
chaos, the captain of the ship of state has been calm. He has
refused no one who sought to counsel with him. He has con-
sulted every class and every condition of life. His continuing
strength for his labors is nothing short of a miracle. He believes
in the common sense of our people and the perpetulity of our Gov=-
ernment, provided that Government is responsive to public needs;
and in that faith he goes forward. Bear in mind that human
despair brings the elements of turbulence into our public opinion,
and they descend upon Congress. If we but knew what the Presl-
dent has withstood, he would by common consent be regarded
as the great conservator of our sanity and stability.
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LIGHTSHIP “ NANTUCKET ” DISASTER

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the Nantucket
lightship tragedy, and to include therein two short edi-
torials, not controversial, paying tribute to those men who
lost their lives.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, Tuesday evening the Na-
tion was shocked by the news, given out by radio and the
press, that the lightship Nantucket had been rammed and
sunk by the White Star Liner Olympic.

This is the first time that so serious a disaster has oc-
curred in our Lighthouse Service, and all our people will be
deeply interested in learning the real cause underlying this
new tragedy of the sea, which naturally tends to lessen the
public confidence in our modern mechanical navigation.
That an aid to navigation placed in a point of danger to
protect ocean traffic and guide it safely to the haven should
itself have been destroyed by collision seems as strange as it
is regrettable.

For many years the lightship Naniucket had rendered
faithful and efficient service, and it was known to all mari-
ners sailing our North Atlantic waters. It was the largest
craft of its kind in the world and equipped with the most
modern appliances—an incandescent light of 3,000 candle-
power, a powerful radiobeacon, and synchronized submarine
oscillator. Its radiobeacon could reach out to ships from
300 to 500 miles distant and under ordinary conditions its
masthead light was clearly visible for 12 miles.

The ship, securely anchored by heavy chains, and hence
unable to guard itself against collision, was stationed some
42 miles from the island of Nantucket, and it now lies at its
post, but 180 feet beneath the water. For years it had fur-
nished the first point of contact with America for trans-
Atlantic vessels bound for the port of New York, and navi-
gators innumerable have breathed a sigh of relief upon
sighting this friendly ship, which was their assurance that
their course had been true and that, thanks to her, they
could now escape the hidden reefs and shoals of those
dangerous waters,

Of recent years the reassuring contact has been made
through the medium of the radiobeacon long before the
ship was actually sighted, and regardless of storm, darkness,
or fog. Yet this great boon to navigators, operating
through the dense fog, brought about the destruction of the
lightship and caused the death of all but 4 of her crew of
11 officers and men, Five of the dead were from my city
of New Bedford.

I wish to pay tribute to those who died at their post of
duty, and to extend sympathy to their bereaved families.
Under the best of conditions theirs was a most unenviable
cccupation. Their station was a lonely spot on the ocean,
far from sight of land. The sea there was almost never
still, and they were constantly tossed by waves which often
became mountainous; but the light and the radiobeacon
must not fail, E

I am sure that I am expressing the wish of the Congress
that the fullest possible investigation of this tragedy be car-
ried out, not only to establish the blame, if fault there was,
but that means may be found to prevent the recurrence of
this disaster in the future; and also that the families of the
men who died may be adequately cared for by a sympathetic
and grateful Government.

A statement and editorial follow:

[From the New Bedford Mercury]
LIFE ON LIGHTSHIP IS ONE OF CONSTANT VIGIL AND LONELINESS

NANTUCKET, May 15—Men that know lonellness man the rugged
little ships that hold vigil on reef and shoal along the Atlantic
coast.

For 2 months at a stretch the pitching lightship is their home.
For 2 months at a stretch they oil and condition the huge oscil-
lators that moan through the fog-blurred bay; that drawl their
lullaby at night., They shine the big brass bell and test the

beacon; and then go back to their toughest task, whiling away
the hours.
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Some play cards, many read, and nearly all listen to the radio.
But the tender that comes once a month to bring ashore those
who have completed their tour, ususlly carries back a load of
hooked rugs, woodwork, and basketry. The men are allowed a
month shore leave.

But 2 months is a long time to spend on a cramped ship, stalled
in the ocean lanes, with only passing vessels for company. In
his small quarters under the clanging bell and the shining beacon,
the lightship man in his bunk occasionally hears the swish of a
big hull and the pounding of heavy engines. He rolls over and
peers through a porthole as a trans-Atlantic liner, ablaze with
light, slides by in the darkness. Then the lightship writhes and
‘t;;:ists in the grip of the wash and the lightship man rolls over to

eam,

The lightship which went down today when the Olympic
rammed her in a fog was the last word in this type of craft.
And lightship men said she lost whom they regard the two most
important members of her crew—the two cooks. One died after
being picked up, and the other, it was feared, went down to the
treacherous shoals, still in the galley.

[From the New Bedford Times]
THE LIGHTSHIFP DISASTER

The disaster which overtook the Nantucket lightship, rammed
and sunk by the Olympic yesterday morning, strikes home to New
Bedford. 8ix of the 11 men on board belonged here; and of the
7 who lost their lives, 5 were credited to this city.

The accident emphasizes the hazards of the lightship service.
Only a short while ago the Nantucket was grazed by a passing
vessel, but on that occasion luck was with her, the damage was
slight, and nobody was injured. In the thick fog of yesterday
fate was less kind. The radiobeacon and other mechanical de-
vices for insuring safety did not avail to prevent the collision
which quickly sent her to the bottom.

An investigation will show whether the tragedy resulted from
faulty navigation of the ocean liner or whether it must be classed
as an unavoidable accident. Meanwhile, it is in order to give
thought to the danger to which the lightshipmen are exposed
on their lonely stations. Vessels are supposed to pass as closely
a8 possible—and sometimes they come too close, and the result
is death. Those who lost their lives yesterday must rank as
heroes and are worthy of honor. They died at the hands of those
they were safl g from the perils of the sea. For them no
retreat to some safe haven when storms rage or fog intensifies
their danger. Under such conditions it is all the more imperative
that they remain on their station, sending out their calls to guide
vessels safely clear of the treacherous shoals—aware of the risk
they run but meeting it unflinchingly,

For those who were saved, and especially the mate, C. E. Mosher,
of New Bedford, we can all give thanks. To those who died we
should extend honors due to all who died bravely in the perform-
ance of duty.

WELFARE OF THE LABORING CLASS

Mr, CARPENTER of Nebraska, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection. 3

Mr, CARPENTER of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, some remedy
must quickly be found for the misery and wretchedness
which presses so heavily on the large majority of the lahor-
ing class. Workingmen have been given over, isolated and
defenseless, to the callousness of employers and the greed
of unrestained competition. A small number of rich men
have been able to lay upon the masses of the poor a yoke
little better than slavery itself.

If business men ever adverted to the possibility that
industrial relations might have an ethical aspect, they
promptly satisfied their conscience by recalling the teaching
of the classical economists to the effect that every free con-
tract is also a fair contract.

Speaking generally, I may say that the rights and the
obligations of both capital and labor and proposed remedies
for the most destructive evils'in the industrial system, show-
ing partiality neither to employer nor to employee, treating
both with evenhanded justice and charity, resolves itself
into four general divisions, property, state, wages, and labor
unions, which four subjects constitute the most fundamental
and difficult of all our industrial problems.

Property should be widely distributed and as many as
possible of the laboring class should become owners. The
advantages of society would be greatly increased by a more
equitable division of the productive wealth of our country,
and, as far as possible, bridge over the gulf between vast
wealth and sheer poverty. I do not believe in the doctrines
of plutocracy, which teach that the function of ownership
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belongs to a few industrial and banking supermen, while the
great mass of people are competent only to use the property
under the dominating direction of the so-called “ supermen.”
No reconstruction will be satisfactory or stable which does
not include a wide distribution of the ownership and the
profits of ownership and advantages of modern scientific
improvements among the laboring masses.

State: Whenever the general welfare and interest of the
great majority suffers and is threatened with destruction,
it is the duty of the State and public authority to intervene,
as has this administration under the great leadership of
Franklin D, Roosevelt. This intervention should be broad
and progressive. Our situation justified the enactment into
law the 30-hour week and all reasonable measures of labor
legislation. The abolishment of child labor, minimum-wage
laws, and insurance against sickness, old age, and unem-
ployment must necessarily follow. “ No class legislation ”
is one of the shallowest of all shallow slogans that have pro-
tected the strong at the expense of the weak and defeated
the ends of social justice. Legislation should be adjusted to
meet the varying needs of the different social classes. The
rich have always had means of shielding themselves and
stand less in need of help from the State, but are usually
the first to apply; while the poor have no resources of their
own to fall back on and must rely chiefly upon the State
to recognize their need. The wage earners belong principally
to this class, and it necessarily follows, must be protected
and cared for by the Government. This principle has been
followed, in my judgment, to a great extent in this new
deal, and the 30-hour week should also be passed to round
out the program.

Wages: It has been generally thought by many that the
wage contract fell under the .regulative principle of supply
and demand. Outside of the working classes themselves it
was almost universally held that the wages fixed in the
market by the forces of unlimited competition were always
fair and just. No matter how low the remuneration of labor
descended, it was ethically right and correct if it was deter-
mined by a free contract. This is not so, and has been
proven incorrect and the dictates of nature have decried
that in any bargain between man and man the remuneration
must be sufficient to support the wage earner in reasonable
and frugal comfort. If, through necessity or fear of worse
evil, the workingman accepts harder conditions because the
employer will give him no better, he is made the victim of
force and injustice. :

Almost everyone renders at least lip service to the principle
of the living wage. It is the principle embodied in the
N.R.A. No business whose existence depends on paying less
than living wages to its workers has any right to continue in
this country, and by that is meant wages that insure a decent
living.

If that principle had been heeded during the past 12 years
this great depression would have been much less severe, and
there is a possibility that it would not have happened at all.
Persons whose judgment has not been perverted by anti-
quated economic theories or selfish economic interest realize
that the main cause of the depression has been too little
money in the hands of those who would have bought more
of the products of industry and the farm, and too much
money in the hands of those who were unable to spend more
than a small part of it for consumption goods. Had em-
ployers given more to labor and kept less for themselves,
they would not have carried so far the overexpansion of our
industrial plant, and therefore caused so much unemploy-
ment, If all the workers in this country had been receiving
living wages during the last 20 years, they would have been
able to purchase much, if not all, the goods that would have
been produced. |

A living wage and shorter hours, thereby putting these
idle men back to work, is peculiarly appropriate and neces-
sary in our present situation, and our present situation will
never be solved successfully until we do this. Until labor
obtains higher wages and shorter hours and permanent em-
ployment, thereby obtaining a larger amount of purchasing
power and a greater share of profit, we shall not make much
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progress in wading out of our present appalling situation of
10,000,000 unemployed. We will not be able to prevent the
coming of another and even more destructive collapse unless
we give labor more and capital less. Our recent experience
has proved by demonstration that a living wage is not only
right ethically but wise economically.

Labor unions: Another subject we must also consider is
the organization of labor and their right to bargain. It is a
general and lasting law that workingmen’s associations
should be so organized and governed as to furnish the best
and most suitable means for attaining what is aimed at;
that is to say, for helping each individual member to better
his or her condition to the utmost in body, mind, and prop-
erty. It is well to distinguish between effective unions and
hypocritical imitations. Into the United States has come
such imitation, known as the “company union ”, and the
words just quoted are an implicit condemnation of that
abominable invention. The company union does not enable
its members to * better their condition to the utmost in
body, mind, and property.” The right of the worker to
enter associations is and should be his natural right. The
company union violates this right and principle because in
practically every case it is imposed from above by threats
and coercion. The worker’s right to form labor unions and
to bargain collectively is as much his right as his right to
participate through delegated representatives in the making
of laws which regulate his civic conduct. Both are inherent
rights. The worker can exercise his God-given faculty of
freedom only through a system which permits him to choose
freely his representatives in industry. From a practical
standpoint the worker's free choice of representatives must
be safeguarded in order to secure for him equality of con-
tractive power in wage contracts. Undue interference with
this choice is an unfair labor practice, unjust alike to the
worker and the general public.

This, I believe, in a general way and brief time explains
my stand relative to labor,

I have wandered somewhat from the subject of the 30-
hour week bill, which I had the honor and privilege of sign-
ing a petition to take the bill from further consideration of
the committee, and when 145 names have been attached to
the petition it will bring the bill before the House to have
the Members, by roll call, show their true status. Certainly
no man should hesitate to cast his vote upon his own full
convictions without the fear of what anyone thinks. It
is utterly ridiculous to think of Members of the House being
in the frame of mind that they will hesitate to vote on
questions of national importance such as this bill is. I have
signed the petition to discharge the committee from further
consideration of the Crosser bill, giving to the railroad men
the 6-hour day and I most certainly hope we will not adjourn
until we have had an expression upon both these measures.

In final conclusion no permanent progress can be made

‘until these 10,000,000 men are put back to work, and that

cannot be done except by shortening the hours of labor and
at the same time paying decent living wages for those shorter
hours of work. By this procedure employment would be
spread so that again we will give to those people what this
country guarantees to people who are willing and anxious
to work—a right to make a living for their families and
themselves,

FEDERAL INSPECTION OF GRAIN—A COSTLY LUXURY FOR THE
FARMERS

Mr. LEMEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REecorp, and to include therein a
statement made by a former Member of this House, Mr,
Knute Wefald.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEMEKE. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my
remarks in the REecorp, I include the following statement
made by a former Member of the House, Hon. Enud Wefald,
Railroad and Warehouse Commissioner of Minnesota:

While g8 is fussing with the farm question and has &
hard time in deciding what to do relative to new legislation, there
are laws upon the statute books of long standing that ought to be
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fearlessly and honestly administered in favor of the farmers, but
which under the new deal work more harm to the farmers'
interest than under the old deal.

It means more to the farmer to get every cent of what his
products are worth than it does to be paid for wanton destruction
of his products.

The United States Grain Standards Act, under which the farmer
markets his grain, is being misinterpreted. Therefore I believe it
timely that the attention of Congress be called to this matter,
especially regarding the marketing of barley in the Northwest.

The United States Grain Standards Act was passed by Congress
as an added protection for the farmers in the marketing of their
grain. It conferred upon the Department of Agriculture the power
to promulgate uniform grain grades and authorized the Secretary
of Agriculture to act on appeals to him when disputes arise as to
the correct grading of grain.

This law never intended that Federal inspection of grain should
altogether supersede and displace inspection of grain in States.
It was intended as an added protection for the farmers' interest.

The State of Minnesota has, and has had for many years,

and sufficlent laws relative to grading, inspection, and mar-
keting of grain, under which the farmers’ interests are protected.
Minnesota has the most highly trained and the most efficient
graln inspection department to be found anywhere in the United
tates.

The personnel of this department has been carefully selected
over & long period of years; it has been and is now free from polit-
ieal influence; the Minneapolis office of this department can be
rated as the foremost grain inspection unit in the United States,
both in regard to personnel as well as mechanical equipment.

I am familiar with its workings, as it is a department of the
Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Commission, whera I serve os
one of the commissioners.

Under the laws of the State of Minnesota, two State boards of
grain appeals of three members each for each of the terminal mar-
kets of Minneapols and Duluth was set up, long before the United
States Grain Btendard Act was passed. The members of this
board are sppointed by the Governor, who selects them for their
experience in graln matters. To these appeal boards are referred
all disputes between buyers and sellers over grades placed on
grain by the State inspection department.

The Federal Department of Agriculture maintains an inspection
set-up at both Minneapolis and Duluth, which is supervised by
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics at Washington, D.C. It
was intended by the sponsors of the United States Grain Act that
the Federal inspection set-up should function as a last resort.
If the buyer was dissatisfied with the grade given, he would appeal
to the State board of grain appeals, and if still dissatisfied he
would appeal to the Federal inspection department, whose decision
would be final.

Instead of exercising its function, as intended by the law, the
Federal inspection set-up, especially at Minneapolis, has a large and
unwarranted force of men at work as inspectors who, often with-
out occasion, invade the quarters of the State inspection depart-
ments, undertaking to instruct State grain Inspectors, who know
much more about the business of grading grain than do most
Federal grain inspectors; threatening State inspectors who hon-
estly cannot conform to their way of thinking, with revccation of
their Federal license, which all State inspectors and members of
Exe appeal board must have in crder to qualify under the Federal

Ww.

The last year and a half has been a very trying time for the Min-
nesota State grain inspectors and the members of the Stafe grain
appeal board due to confinual controversy with the Federal in-
spection set-up. The main controversy has been the interpreta-
tion of the Federal grades on barley and the injustice of the barley
grades themselves.

With the advent of legal beer, barley became a valuable grain.
Instead, as grades on barley have been promulgated and inter-
preted the last 2 years, it has played into the hands of the proc-
essors of barley, the maltsters.

A grade of “ scabby " barley was promulgated under which prac-
tically all discoloration in barley was classed as “scab.” This defi-
nition was put on barley as a penalty against it, for malting
purpeses. The minute the designation “scab” was put on a car
of barley it reduced the price of such barley from 2 to 10 cents per
bushel. Yet most of this barley was eventually bought by the
maltsters at the reduced price and used for the making of malt.

The Minnesota Grain Appeal Board, being men of long experi-
ence with barley, knew that very little of the barley marketed in
Minneapolis (only a very little barley is marketed in Duluth) was
affected by “scab' fungus, had extensive examinations made of
many of the worst samples submitied to them at the Minnesota
University Farm School by outstanding chemists of national repu-
tation, who upheld the appeal board in its contention. Numerous
feeding tests, wherein some of the supposedly most * scabby™
.barley was fed to hogs at the university farm school, were also
made, and the " scabby ™ barley, so-called, proved Itself to be of
as good feed quality as barley that did not come under the ban
of “scab” grade,

The State Inspectors, being intimidated by Federal inspectors,
had to tighten up on " scab " designation; the number of appeals
to the State grain appeal board increased, and these men coura-
geously protected the interests of the farmers, all the while pro-
testing to the Bureau of Agricultural Economics against the un-
just * scab " designation.
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In the summer of 1933, for the 1932-33 crop year, the designa-
tion * scab ” was changed to “ blight , but toopthls was added “ or
mold ", the result of which was the handicap for ordinary barley
was increased.

The courageous stand of the State appeal board saved thousands
and thousands of dollars for barley producers; in each carload
from which the “scab" designation was taken it meant a saving
of from $20 to over 8100 a carload, according to the size of the
car and the penalty intended, while the interest of the maltsters
seems to have been uppermost in the minds of the Federal people,
During the crop year 1932-33 the Federal people changed the
method of inspecting barley four times.

Let it be said for the bulk of the buyers for the maltsters that
even they consider the grades on barley and the inspection as
unjust; but if they can buy barley at a discount, and especially
when Federal grading rules practically say that they shall buy it
at a discount, there is not much justification for them to do
otherwise.

Some of the oldest and most experienced buyers of malfing
barley have told me that such bharley as has been marketed in
Minnesota during the last 2 years is exceptionally good malting
barley. In no branch of either State or Federal Government have
I ever met such an overbearing, bureaucratic haughtiness as that
evidenced by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics in the con-
troversy over grades on barley and inspection between it and the
Minnesota inspection cet-up.

In its pedantry, it has embarked upon a rule-or-ruin policy
and a policy of expansion of its own power, wholly inconsistent
with the public good. The United States Grain Standards Act was
not passed with any thought of its being used as a club over the
farmer’s head in order to make him produce better grains of
various kinds. Yet, in this case with barley, a penalty is placed
on such grain as is not absolutely perfect for the purpose of
making the farmers raise “ perfect " barley, the Department work-
ing hand in hand also with varlous associations who do not
represent the farmers.

When the Minnesota State Grain Appeal Board insisted upon
interpreting the grading laws, both State and Federal, in con-
formity with their conscience, as it was their sworn duty to do,
the Secrefary of Agriculture, at the request of the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics, revoked the license to inspect barley for
the Minneapolis members of the appeal board, in spite of the
fact that the grain trade stood solidly behind the appeal board.
And the grain trade must understand grain.

The appeal beard members demanded a hearing, which was
finally given them; but as I was personally present, I can testify
that the hearing was a star-chamber proceeding, presided over
by an employee of the Bureau, who was biased against the appeal
board members in the extreme. Only as a courtesy to the Gov-
ernor of Minnesota, who appeared at one session of the hearing,
was the main testimony of the defendants admitted; but all of
this testimony seems to have been disregarded in the findings.

With the many great and pressing problems weighing down on
the Secretary of Agriculture, it is reasonable to expect that a seem-
ingly small matter, like the one I have here called to your atten-
tion, cannot come to his personal attention, so he can familiarize
himself with it; yet it is no small matter for the farmer, especially
with its ramifications into the future; nor is it of small importance
with to State rights versus Federal prerogative, There
should be a limit to the extension of Federal bureaucracy.

The members of the State appeal board have as yet not had
their barley inspector’s licenses restored to them, but they should
not have to be under a cloud for having performed their sworn
duty, nor should the efficlent operation of the State of Minnesota's
grain inspection be hampered.

However, there is an innate sense of justice in the American
people, sometimes even in the marts of trade. Such is the confi-
dence of the grain trade, from the country elevator men to the
dealers in the terminal markets, in Minnesota inspection of grain,
that since the State appeal board members were punished by the
Department of Agriculture, the trade is losing faith in Federal
inspection.

I herewith present a statement by the Minnesota State Board of
Grain Appeals relative to the controversy I have described, which
is a very sobes and enlightening statement:

BUREAUCRACY AT ITS WORST

“The Bureau of Agricultural Economics caused Hon. Henry E.
Wallace, of Agriculture, to wire the members of the
state board of grain appeals, consisting of Otto A. Zimmerman,
M. E, Jerdee, and C. M. Gislason, October 5, 1933, that their licenses
to inspect barley had been temporarily suspended, they supposedly
having misgraded 16 cars of barley between September 5 and
October 4.

“The board requested an oral hearing, which was granted, and
was held at 404 Flour Exchange, Minneapolis, Minn.

“ There, of course, was no truth in the charges, as the board has
always conscientiously performed its duties and applied the stand-
ards as promulgated by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics.
But, as was expected by everyone familiar with the conditions, the
board was found guilty and the license permanently suspended.

“The real fact of the matter is that the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics was very much at sea itself regarding the inspection of
barley as shown by testimony; that the method of inspecting
barley was changed four different times in the crop year of 1932
to 1933. The methods orally prescribed were haphazard and led
to heavy losses to producers and shippers of barley, showing losses
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from 2 cents to 10 cents a bushel. The reason for those many
changes were undoubtedly due to the evidence the state board of
grain appeals, Minneapolis, gathered through plating tests made
at the Agricultural School of the University of Minnesota, which
showed that barley which was picked as 100-percent scab by the
inspectors under the supervision of the Federal Inspection Depart-
ment, showed only from 3 percent to 43 percent of scab, most of
the samples ranging from 5 percent to 20 m-tcent. In order to
cover up their inability to pick scab the change made in
Agril. when . the name ‘scab’ was changed to °‘blight’, they
added to the *blight’ 'and/or mold.’ By that act they admitted
that they had been in error in their former interpretations.

“The Federal Inspection Department was not consistent in its
grading, as its records will show that their inspectors and the
Board of Review at Chicago differed as much as 4 percent and 5
percent, and possibly more, on the same sample inspected.

“It was also shown by evidence that the Federal inspectors at
Minneapolis varied as much as 2 percent on the same sample,
picking two different portions of the same sample. All this would
indicate that the Federal inspectors were not competent to accuse
the Minneapolis State Board of Grain Appeals of not having
properly picked this barley when they themselves have been in-
capable of doing it, and considering that the State board of grain
appeals worked an entirely different sample than the Federal
inspectors and Board of Supervisors.

“The portion of the sample picked at that time contained only
the amount of blighted barley as indicated by their certification.
The Federal contact man between the Federal inspection and the
Minnesota State inspection and the board of appeals, found some
of the samples that he picked with members of the board to con-
tain just the same amount as the board had picked; while other
samples showed a small fraction of 1 percent difference, which can
be easily accounted for by being another part of the sample, and
as the Federal inspector's testimony showed might vary as much
as 2 percent. And the fact, too, that the Federal ins) and
the board of review, Chicago, vary as much as 6 percent on the
same sample, it would seem that they are in rather a poor posi-
tion to assume the attitude that they have.

“The Federal supervisor and contact man between the Federal
and the Minnesota State Inspection Departments, testified at the
hearing to the effect that the State board of grain appeals at
Minneapolis had made very few changes in the month of August
and that he only noticed that the board was getting more lenient
in the latter part of September. The records show an entirely
different situation. In August the State board of grain appeals
removed the blight notation on 66.66 percent of the barley that
was submitted to them for judgment, and in the month of
September it showed that the board had tightened up very
materially and removed the blight notation on only 48 percent
of the cars submitted to them for judgment. The records also
disclose that the State board of grain appeals removed the blight
notation as follows:

Percent
Oc¢tober 1932. 42.85
November 1932 50. 00
December 1932 A B84.00
January 1833. 96. 67
February 1933 89.13
March 1933_ 95. 00
April 1933 78.72

* The Federal Inspection Department did not take action during
those months, which, in the face of what happened in October,
proved positively that they were not sure of the ground on which
they were operating. The producers and shippers of the North-
west were saved these enormous losses by the action of the board
of State grain appeals at Minneapolis, which protected the pro-
ducers and shippers in this market. The board's action was ap-
proved by the fact that buyers and sellers accepted the findings
of the board. Producers and shippers that were compelled to use
other markets that did not have an active, competent board to
protect them were compelled to assume the losses of from 2 cents
to 10 cents a bushel, and there is plenty of competent evidence to
prove this contention. The Minneapolis market received during
November 1933, December 1933, January, February, and up to
March 26, 1934, 4,171 cars of barley. The elevators at Minneapolis
during that same period loaded out 2,910 cars—total, 7,081 cars—
and only 17 cars out of this total were appealed for Federal in-
spection, the trade evidently having lost confidence in the Federal
inspection, as their experience In the past has been that the
Federal inspection is constantly degrading, and so are selling
mostly cars that they feel are undergraded by sample. The in-
spectors, working under duress, as they are (as was testified to at
the hearing), makes it impossible to compute the losses that the
producers and country shipper are suffering.

L] L ] L] L - L] L]

“On August 11, 1916, the Congress of the United States passed
the United States Grain Standards Act. Section 6 reads as follows:

“*That whenever standards shall have been fixed and estab-
lished under this act for any grain and any quantity of such
grain sold, offered for sale, or consigned for sale, or which has
been shipped, or delivered for shipment in interstate or foreign
commerce, shall have been inspected and a dispute arises as to
whether the grade as determined by such inspection of any such
grain in fact conforms to the standard of the specified grade, any
interested party may, either with or without reinspection,

Becretary of

appeal
the question to the Agriculture, and the Secretary of
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Agriculture is authorized to cause such investigation to be made
and such tests to be applied as he may deem necessary and to
determine the true grade.'

** Congress undoubtedly never intended that the Federal Inspec-
tion Department should interfere with the grades as established
on grain when there was no dispute between buyer or seller about
the grain in question, taking for granted that both buyers and
sellers are competent to know that the proper grade has heen

on same.

*'Only 2 of the 18 cars in question were appealed to the Federal.
On the other 14 cars buyers and sellers testified that the grade
placed on the cars by the Minnesota State Board of Appeals was
satisfactory, and they further proved it by the prices they paid
for these cars. Some of them, notwithstanding they only graded
No. 3 barley, sold within 1 cent to 3 cents of the very top of the
market for malting barley of the cars that were of malting variety.
Of the cars that were of the Trebi variety, only considered feed,
brought way over the top for the closing price of feed barley on
the day the cars were sold. All of the men, both buyers and
sellers, are men of long years of experience and certainly know
what they are doing.”

NORTHWEST FARMERS HAVE BEEN FENALIZED MILLIONS OF DOLLARS

BY DEPARTMENTAL IGNORANCE

“ The name, ‘ Bureau of Agricultural Economics’, is suggestive to
the public mind not familiar with the true facts that this Bureau
is a division of the United States Department of Agriculture,
whose object is to aid the farmers of the country in their economic
problems. This nt, however, as it has been administered
by the men who have been in charge for the past 10 to 14 years,
has been anything but a help to the producers of grain in their
economic problems,

* Those men who are familiar with the true situation have ex-
pressed themselves as being convinced that the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics has cost the producers of grain in the North-
west many millions of dollars through uncertain experimentation
in the promulgation of Federal grades on grain.

“In 1928 buyers of American-grown barley in Germany reported
that an epidemic had occurred among the hogs of that country,
and that it had been determined that the said epidemic was the
result of feeding American-grown barley which was infected with
some disease. The United States Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics immediately attributed this epidemic to so-called * scabby’
barley and ordered the licensed inspectors to grade all barley con-
taining one or two pinkish-colored kernels to approximately a
10-pound sample, to be graded ‘sample grade barley, scabby.

“This ure was strenuously objected to by the Minnesota
State Board of Grain Appeals at Minneapolls but was, neverthe-
less, carried out for several months, at the end of which time the
Bureau decided that none of the barley from the Northwestern
States was infected badly enough to be injurious for feeding pur-
poses. The Department accordingly modified their instructions to
the inspectors at Minneapolis and Duluth, and northwestern
barley again sold at a premium over barley grown in other sections
of the country. The result of this hysteria on the part of the
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, before they were forced to admit
their error in judgment, was the loss of thousands of dollars to
northwestern producers of barley.

“This scabby-barley scare was again revived in 1932, when the
claim was made by the Bureau that barley infected with scab was
injurious to livestock, and especially to hogs. Another verbal
order was given to all licensed rs to grade all barley con-
taining 6 to 8 pinkish-colored kernels to the handful ‘sam-
ple grade' After another stormy protest from the Minnesota
Btate Board of Grain Appeals at Minneapolis as to this unjust
method of grading, the Bureau again changed the procedure and
issued verbal instructions which required the inspectors to weigh
100 grams of each sample and sift it over & large chess sieve. If
12 to 15 kernels of grayish or pinkish kernels fell through
the sieve, the inspector was required to grade the car ‘sample
grade' and the barley was considered as of distinctly low quality.

“This resulted in a great many cars of good barley, and in some
cases of choice malting barley, being ‘sample grade’, and
a consequent reduction in price of from 2 to 10 cents per bushel
to the noerthwest producers.

* Subsequent to this decidedly unfair ruling, Mr. Enud Wefald,
member of the Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Commission,
and Otto Zimmerman, chairman of the Minnesota State Board of
Grain Appeals, went to Washington to lay a protest before the
Becretary of Agriculture and the Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics. They were supported in this protest by shippers’ organi-
zations and elevator associations of the Northwest, but no changes
were made in the method of grading until a recent new order
which establishes grades for the crop year of 1934-35. Under
these new grading rules, the bureau has again changed the method
for barley grading, the rules providing that the blighted notation
shall not be used unless there is more than 4 percent of so-called
‘blight’ and/or mold. Thus they have now more than doubled
the percentage which was previously being used.

“When the Bureau of Agricultural Economies took over the in-
spection of grain in 1916, the Minnesota State Grain Inspection

ent was one of the oldest departments of its kind in the
United States, having been established in 1885. Minnesota grades
were recognized and accepted in the world markets, and most of
the inspection departments in the United States had adopted
them.

“The Minnesota grades on Northern Spring wheat provided for
numerical grades from No. 1 Northern Spring to No. 4 Northern
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Spring, These grades also provided that 'all spring, durum, and
western wheat containing 15 percent or more of moisture, or in a
heating condition, or otherwise unfit for store, shall be classed * no
grade ” with inspector's notation as to what grade same would be
if in condition. For example: No grade No. 1, no grade No. 2, no
grade No. 3, etc,, with a notation of the moisture content.’ Thus
wheat contalning less than 15 percent of moilsture was graded
No. 1 if other factors permitted. And unless the percentage of
moisture was 15 percent or more, no wheat was penalized by a no-
grade notation.

“When the Federal grades became operative in 1917 they re-
quired that each numerical grade from 1 to 6 should have a
maximum moisture content. This content on No. 1 wheat was
established at 13, percent, on No. 2 at 144 percent, on No. 3 at
141, percent; on No. 4 at 1515, percent, and on No. 6 at 155 per-
cent. All wheat containing more than 1515 percent moisture was
graded ‘sample grade.' These moisture limitations were estab-
lished over the objections of the Minnesota Rallroad and Ware-
house Commission and the Minnesota State Board of Grain Appeals,
who contended that the moisturs-testing apparatus was not suf-
ficently accurate to draw the line so finely in moisture content
between the various numerical grades.

“The Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Commission and the
Minnesota State Board of Grain Appeals maintained also that
wheat could be safely stored, especially in the Northwestern
States, with a moisture content of 15 percent. They were, how=-
ever, willing to compromise on a 14l -percent basis, but the
Federal grades went into operation, and wheat containing 15 per-
cent moisture was thereafter graded No. 4, whereas it had pre-
viously been placed in grade No. 1 if other factors permitted.

“Under the new grades now established by the United States
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, and which became eflective on
July 2, 1933, the Bureau has now, after 17 years of operation,
changed its gredes on wheat insofar as moisture content is con-
cerned, so that they nearly conform to the grades which were
used by the Minnesota State Inspection Department prior to the
time when the Federal grades became effective.

“The Bureau now justifies this change in Miscellaneous Publi-
cation No. 173 of the United States Department of Agriculture
of September 1933, on page 656, under the heading of ‘ Moisture
Content' in the following words:

“‘The facts developed from a careful study of the use and ap-
plicaticn of the grade factor * moisture content”™ in the official
grain standard, justify a recommendation to eliminate moisture
content as a factor for the determination of numerical grade in
the standards for wheat, rye, oats, feed oats, mixed feed oats, and
barley.’

“And by the further statement on page 57 of the same publica-
tion, under the heading of ‘ Moisture Specifications in Relation to
Inspection Efficiency ':

“* FPour principal reasons have motivated the Bureau in making
these recommendations pertaining to the grade factor of moisture
content. The first and probably the most important of these rea-
sons is that of inspection efficlency and intermarket uniformity
in the application of the standards.

“ Inspection experlence has shown that considerable variation In
the grades assigned to wheat by different markets or inspectors is
caused by the one-half-percent moisture-content intervals be-
tween gradss 1 and 2, and between grades 2 and 3, of the present
official wheat standards. These moisture-content intervals be-
tween the important contract grades of wheat are too narrow for
practical application by inspectors. In the operation of the
Brown-Duvel moisture-testing apparatus a constant possible error
factor of about 0.3 percent is present even with standardized
equipment and careful management, whereas with apparatus that
may be slightly nonstandard, or apparatus operated with variable
gas quality or pressure or with careless management, the error
factor may be, and sometimes is, as great as 0.5 or 0.6 percent.
It is questionable, also, whether the more modern electric mols-
ture-testing equipment can be relied on to eliminate the possible
error factor in making moisture determinations below that of
0.3 percent. For these very practical reasons, the one-half-per-
cent moisture-content intervals between some of the wheat grades
are at times a source of considerable nonuniformity in the appli-
cation of the wheat standards.’

“In other words, the United States Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics have now, after 17 years, come to realize that the con-
tention of the Minnesota Raiiroad and Warehouse Commission
and the Minnesota State Board of Grain Appeals were correct.
They are, however, probably overlooking the fact that for 17 years
the producers in the Northwest have been pensalized millions of
dollars in the reduced prices which they have received for their
grain, in addition to the enromous expense which they have had
to bear as taxpayers to pay the expenses of operating the Bureau
of Agricultural Economics In its 17 years of experimentation.

“Thus, if it takes this Bureau the same length of time to dis-
cover that they are entirely wrong in their condemnation of per-
fectly good barley as being scabby or blighted, the producers will
continue to suffer and pay the expenses for another 17 years.”

THE AMERICAN LEGION IN POLITICS AND REPUBLICANS COMING
INTO DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES
Mr, ALLGOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the RECORD.
The SPEARER. Is there objection?
There was no objection.
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Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am taking this oppor-
tunity to let my Democratic colleagues in the House know
what took place in the primaries recently held in the Fifth
District of Alabama. I am doing this so you may be on
the look-out and prevent such unfair tactics being used
against you as were adopted by the American Legion and the
Republicans against me,

The American Legion claims it is not in politics, but I want
to tell you that the American Legion is in politics and that in
my case its agents stooped to very unfair and unscrupulous
methods which helped to defeat me. In Alabama ex-service
men are exempt from payment of poll tax; this gives them
an undue advantage over the younger voters.

On February 20, 1934, the Alabama Legionnaire, the offi-
cial publication of and owned exclusively by the American
Legion, whose editor is D. Trotter Jones, of Montgomery,
Ala., published what was supposed to be the vote of Alabama
Congressmen on veterans’ legislation during the Seventy-
second and Seventy-third Congresses. Our votes on 11 ques-
tions were recorded; however, the main 2 were the Rankin
widows and orphans bill and the President’s economy bill.
The Alabama Legionnaire records my vote on the Rankin
widows and orphans bill as “No.” The CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp of May 2, 1932, page 9695, shows that I voted for
this measure. On April 11, 1934, one of my opponents, Maj.
Joe Starnes, of Guntersville, Ala., a legionnaire, reproduced
the record of our vote on veterans’ legislation, undermarked,
“Paid political advertisement.” If was sent to the legion-
naires through the entire district, by F. A. Miller, of Gads-
den, Ala., formerly commander of the American Legion post
at Gadsden. Mr. Miller stated in a letter he sent with the
record of our votes that I had the worst voting record against
the ex-service man of any Alabama Congressman and that
with my voting record he did not see how any ex-service man
in the district could support me. On May 26, 1934, I wired
D. Trotter Jones, editor of the Alabama Legionnaire, to
advise me who furnished him with the information that I
voted against the Rankin widows and orphans bill. I re-
ceived a wire from him that Col. John Thomas Taylor, vice
chairman national legislative committee of the American
Legion, Washington, had furnished him with this informa-
tion.

On May 31, 1934, I wired Colonel Taylor and had a tele-
gram from Kathlyn Burch, secretary, stating:

Colonel Taylor out of city. Checked back over record and find

stenographic error in listing Arrcoon’s record. He vo “yes " for
RankIn's widows and orphans bill.

If it was an error, it was a grievous one. It does seem to
me that voluntary information of this importance should
have been doubly checked before being released by a man
heading so powerful a lobby as Colonel Taylor. I cannot,
of course, prove collusion on this matter. However, collusion
is implied, because Major Starnes, of Guntersville, Ala., an-
nounced for Congress almost the identical time this state-
ment was published by the Alabama Legionnaire. Major
Starnes should have checked my vote on such important
matters with the ConcreEssionan REecorp before he used it
for political advertisement. You can take a few drops of
ink and darken a gallon of water. The same principle holds
true in a political campaign. A misstatement of the above
nature will poison the minds of hundreds of voters. The
leaders of the American Legion in my congressional district
also laid great siress on the President’s economy bill. Please
note they named it the “ President’s” economy bill. The
truth of the matter is the American Legion leaders are dis-
gruntled with President Roosevelt’s stand on veteran legis-
lation and are and will continue to do everything in their
power to defeat Members of Congress who voted for the
economy bill. They will also do everything in their power
to defeat our President for reelection in 1936. The influence
of the American Legion alone, however, did not defeat me,
The Republicans of my district played as important part in
my defeat as did the American Legion. There are eight
counties in my district, and a Republican primary is held
in but one, which is De Kalb. The Republicans in the other
counties came into the primaries by the hundreds. During
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the six terms I have been in Congress I have always had
Republican opposition. My Republican opponents in the
general elections received from ten to fifteen thousand votes.
In Randolph and Cleburne Counties the vote is about equally
divided between the Democrats and Republicans.

Two years ago the chairman of the Democratic executive
committee in Randolph County requested me to make some
speeches in the county to help elect the local Democratic
ticket. I did so. Last year charges were brought against a
Republican postmaster at Roanoke, who is the brother of the
chairman of the Republican State executive committee. I
helped to oust the Republican from office. In the run-off
primary the Republicans in these two counties remembered
my activities along the above-mentioned lines and voted
solidly against me.

In the first primary in Randolph County I received ap-
proximately 1,600 votes, former Senator Heflin received
1,000, and Major Starnes 900. In the run-off I still re-
ceived 1,600 and Major Starnes 1,900. In other words, he
received the entire Heflin vote, which was the Republican
and independent vote. In Cleburne County in the first pri-
mary I received approximately 800 votes, former Senator
Heflin 700, and Major Starnes 600. In the run-off primary
I still received my 800 votes and Major Starnes received
1,300 votes.

The entire independent and Republican vote, which was
at least 7,500 in this district, went to Starnes in the run-off.
I was defeated by 2,000 votes. My vote over Major Starnes
in the first primary was 2,300. The Republicans voted to
defeat me in order to discredit the Roosevelt administra-
tion. Newspapers throughout the country have carried
news items stating an Alabama Congressman who had sup-
ported Roosevelt had been defeated.

The Republican leaders in Alabama have shown hereto-
fore their opposition to President Roosevelt’s program. On
July 10, 1933, Col Oliver D. Street, of Gunfiersville, Ala.,
Republican national commitieeman from Alabama, addressed
letters to Republican officeholders and leaders throughout
the entire State, stating:

Frantic eppeals are being made by the Democratic bosses to the
people of Alabama to vote for repeal of the eighteenth amendment
on the ground that it is a Democratic measure. The liquor lash
is being laid hard on the backs of Democrats in a desperate effort
to drive them to vote for liquor on the plea that President Roose-
velt desires it. Well, if re is a Democratic measure and if
Roosevelt desires it, this should be sufficient proof that it is not
? Rifublican measure and no Republican has any business voting
or .

This statement shows the animus of the Republicans in
Alabama against Democratic Congressmen and President
Roosevelt’s program. We should have a State law in Ala-
bama which would require a voter to register in the general
election giving his politics. If he votes a Republican ticket
in November, he should not be allowed to vote in the
Democratic primary the following year.

In making my last statement of 12 years of service as a
Member of Congress from Alabama, only 15 months of
which time was under a Democratic President, I will say I
have supported every single relief measure advocated by
President Roosevelt. I aided in putting over the cotton
reduction program and the loan which caused cotton to rise
from 6 to 12 cents a pound. Muscle Shoals is no longer a
political football. The Tennessee Valley Authority is now
developing this property and it will ultimately revolutionize
our entire section. When President Roosevell came to Ala-
bama to make an inspection of this property, I accompanied
him on his special train. And when the bill was signed
creating the Tennessee Valley Authority I was given one of
the pens used by the President.

During the past year I was instrumental in securing a
scil-erosion project for Tallapoosa and Chambers Counties.
More than a half million dollars will be spent on this project
in the next 5 years. Three of the eight C.C.C. camps of the
Interior Department in the State were located in my district.

For many years I have fried to get favorable action by the
War Department to open the Coosa River. Last spring I
attended a meeting at Gadsden, Ala., at which $900 was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

9065

raised, and to which I confributed, to provide funds for an
engineer to secure evidence to set aside an adverse report
on the opening of the river. This adverse report has prac-
tically been set zside, and if my successor gives this matter
the proper attention the Coosa River will be opened for navi-
gation within a short time. I have been working for appro-
priations for post-office buildings, and am pleased to advise
that $85,000 has been set aside to remodel the Gadsden
office, $68,000 for building a Federal building at Fort Payne,
$63,000 for a Federal building at Guntersville, and $65,000 for
a Federal building at Roanoke, This is four projects for my
district, and the entire State of Alabama has been allotted
only seven in addition to the appropriations I secured for my
district. I am still hopeful of securing an appropriation for
a post office at Alexander City, Ala.

In conclusion, I will say that I received over 2,000 more
votes in fhe run-off primary than was ever accorded me
before, I feel confident that had the Republicans been
barred I would have been nominated. I have no recrimina-
tion against the Democrats, and take this opportunity to
thank my thousands of Democratic friends who stood so
loyally by the Roosevelt administration in the recent primary,

NATIONAL MOTOR VEHICLES THEFT ACT

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following Senate
concurrent resolution:
The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Concurrent Resclution 16

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concur-
ring), That the Secretary of the Senate is authorized and directed
in the enrollment of the bill (S. 2845) entitled “An act to extend
the provisions of the National Motor Vehicle Theit Act to other
stolen property " to strike out * 1929 " where it appears in section T
thereof and to insert in Heu thereof * 1919.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed to.

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. McLEOD. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consenf to
proceed for 5 minutes,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I object.

SPEAKER'S SUSPENSION LIST FOR MONDAY, MAY 21, 1934

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following suspen-
sion list for Monday next:

H.R. 7290 (Private, 818). A bill authorizing the President
to present a gold medal to George M. Cohan.—Mr, KELLER
(Mr. PEYSER).

H.J.Res. 341 (Union, 384). Joint resolution authorizing an
appropriation for the participation of the United States in
the international celebration at Fort Niagara, N.Y.—Mr,
Anprews of New York.

H.R. 7667 (Union, 314). A bill to provide for the measure-
ment of vessels using the Panama Canal, and for other pur-
poses—Mr, Lea of California.

S.2692 (on table). A hill relating to the record of registry
of certain sliens.—Mr. DICKSTEIN.

8. 3397. A bill to amend the laws relating to the length of
tours of duty in the tropics and certain foreign stations in
the case of officers and enlisted men of the Army, Navy, and
Marine Corps, and for other purposes.—Mr. SPENCE.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that commitiee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the following titles, which were
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

HRE.211, An act for the relief of John A. Rapelye;

H.R.276. An act to authorize the placing of a bronze tab-
let bearing a replica of the Congressional Medal of Honor
upon the grave of fhe late Brig. Gen. Robert H. Dunlap,
United States Marine Corps, in the Arlington National Cem-~
etery, Va.;

HR.328. An act for the relief of E. W. Gillespie;

H.R.473. An act for the relief of Irene Brand Alper;

H.R.916. An act for the relief of C. A. Dickson;

H.R.1197. An act for the relief of Glenna F. Eelley;
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HR.1211. An act for the relief of R. Gilbertsen;
H.R.1212. An act for the relief of Marie Toenberg;
H.R.4516. An act for the relief of B. Edward Westwood;
H.R. 4533. An act for the relief of the widow of D. W.
Tanner for expense of purchasing an artificial limb;

H.R. 4973. An act for the relief of G. C. Vandover;

H.R.5284. An act for the relief of the Playa de Flor Land
& Improvement Co.;

H.R. 5405. An act for the relief of Nicola Valerio; and

H.R.5950. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to
establish a uniform system of bankruptecy throughout the
United States ”, approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory
thereof and supplementary thereto.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills
of the Senate of the following titles:

5.258. An act for the relief of Wallace E. Ordway;

S.1982. An act to add certain lands to the Mount Hood
National Forest in the State of Oregon;

S.2080. An act to provide punishment for lnmng or
assaulting Federal officers;

S.2249. An act applying the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment, under the commerce clause of the Constitution, to
extortion by means of telephone, telegraph, radio, oral
message, or otherwise;

S.2252, An act to amend the act forbidding the trans-
portation of kidnaped persons in interstate commerce;

S.2253. An act making it unlawful for any person to flee
from one State to another for the purpose of avoiding
prosecution in certain cases;

8. 2575. An act to define certain crimes against the United
States in connection with the administration of Federal
penal and correctional instifutions and to fix the punish-
ment therefor;

S.2841. An act to provide punishment for certain offenses
committed against banks organized or operating under laws
of the United States or any member of the Federal Reserve
System; and

S.3364. An act for the relief of G. T. Fleming.

OLD-AGE PENSION

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
(H.R. 4548) to provide old-age securities for persons over 60
years cf age residing in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes, and pending that motion I move that debate
upon the bill do now close, and on that I demand the previ-
cus question.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that the motion is out of order because time has already
been allotted in the committee to certain gentlemen whose
full time has not expired.

The SPEAKER. The House can close debate at any time
after debate has been had in the Committee of the Whole.

Mr. BLANTON. Then I ask for a division of the question.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is entitled to a division.
The question is on ordering the previous question.

The question was taken and, on a rising vote, there were—
ayes 110, noes 9.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote because
it shows that there is no quorum present, and I make the
point of order that there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. It is evident that there is no quorum
present.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
do now adjourn.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER. The ayes have it, and the House, pursu-
ant to House Concurrent Resolution 37, stands adjourned
until Sunday, May 20, 1934, at 11 o’clock a.m., for the
purpose of holding commemoration services.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 44 minutes p.m.) the House,
pursuant to House Concurrent Resolution 37, adjourned
until Sunday, May 20, 1934, at 11 o’clock a.m.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION

474, Under clause 2 of rule XXIV a communication from
the President of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriations for the Department of
Commerce for the fiscal year 1934 in the sum of $7,500 and
for the fiscal year 1935 in the sum of $306,550, amounting
in all to $314,050 (H.Doc. No. 373), was taken from the
Speaker’s table, referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions, and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT,

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Committee on Indian Affairs.
H.R. 85. A bill to extend Federal aid to certain school dis-
tricts in the State of North Dakota upon condition that the
public-school buildings benefited shall be available to Indian
children of Fort Berthold Indian Reservation; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1658)., Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Commitiee on Indian Affairs.
H.R. 7255. A bill for the relief of the Winnebago Indians
residing in school district no. 17, Thurston County, State of
Nebraska; with amendment (Rept. No. 1659). Referred
%omthe Committee of the Whole House on the state of the

on,

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Committee on Indian Affairs.
HR. 7256. A bill for the relief of the Omaha Indians re-
siding in school district no. 16, Thurston County, State of
Nebraska; with amendment (Rept. No. 1660). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. BUCHANAN: Committee on Appropriations. House
Joint Resolution 345. Joint resolution to provide funds to
enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out the purposes
of the acts approved April 21, 1934, and April 7, 1934, relat-
ing, respectively, to cotton and to cattle and dairy products,
and for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
1661). Referred to the Committes of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. JAMES: Committee on Military Affairs. H.R. 8728.
A bill authorizing the Secretary of War to lease or to sell
certain lands and buildings, known as Camp Eagle Pass,
Tex., to the city of Eagle Pass, Tex.; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1664). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. COFFIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H.R. 8852.
A bill to amend sections 1, 2, and 3 of the act enfitled “An
act to provide for the commemoration of the termination of
the War between the States at Appomattox Court House,
Va.”, approved June 18, 1930, and to establish the Appo-
mattox Court House National Historical Park, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 1665). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House Resolution 387.
Resolution for the consideration of H.R. 9623; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1668). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. CROSSER of Ohio: Committee on Inferstate and
Foreign Commerce. H.R. 9618. A bill authorizing the Sis-
tersville Bridge Board of Trustees to finance, construct,
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the Ohio River at
Sistersville, Tyler County, W.Va.; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1669). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts: Committee on Naval Af-
fairs. H.R. 9145. A bill to authorize the attendance of the
Marine Band at the National Encampment of the Grand
Army of the Republic to be held at Rochester, N.¥., August
14, 15, and 16, 1934; without amendment (Rept. No. 1670).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. BLAND: Committee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and
Fisheries. H.R. 8930. A bill to provide for the construction
and operation of a vessel for use in research work with
respect to ocean fisheries; without amendment (Rept. No.
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1671). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. LEA of California: Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. H.R. 9563, A bill authorizing the county
of Wahkiakum, a legal political subdivision of the State of
Washington, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approaches thereto across the Columbia River between
Puget Island and the mainland, Cathlamet, State of Wash-
ington; with amendment (Rept. No. 1672). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 2647. An act prescribing the procedure and practice in
condemnation proceedings brought by the United States of
America, conferring plenary jurisdiction on the district
courts of the United States to condemn and quiet title to
land being acquired for public use, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1673). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. SEARS: Committee on Naval Affairs. H.R. 8539, A
bill to authorize the attendance of the Marine Band at the
United Confederate Veterans’ 1934 Reunion at Chattanooga,
Tenn.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1678). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. DOUGHTON: Committee on Ways and Means. HR.
9234. A bill to amend section 601(c)(2) of the Revenue
Act of 1932; without amendment (Rept. No. 1679). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. LOZIER: Committee on the Census. H.R. 9391. A
bill to provide for a census of unemployment, employment,
and occupations to be taken as of November 12, 1934, and
for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 1680).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. ENUTE HILL: Committee on Indian Affairs. H.R.
8662, A bill to modify the operation of the Indian liquor
laws on lands which were formerly Indian lands; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1681). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Committee on Indian Affairs.
S. 236. An act to provide funds for cooperation with the
school board at Queets, Wash., in the construction of a
public-school building to be available to Indian children of
the village of Queets, Jefferson County, Wash.: without
amendment (Rept. No. 1682). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Commiftee on Indian Affairs.
8. 1826. An act for expenditure of funds for cooperation
with the public school board at Poplar, Mont,, in the con-
struction or improvement of public-school building to be
available to Indian children of the Fort Peck Indian Reser-
vation, Mont.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1683). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Committee on Indian Affairs.
S. 1977. An act to provide funds for cooperation with the
school board at Brockton, Mont, in the extension of the
public-school building at that place to be available to Indian
children of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1684). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Committee on Indian Affairs.
S. 2769. An act to provide funds for cooperation with
Marysville school district no. 325, Snohomish County, Wash.,
for extension of public-school buildings to be available for
Indian children; without amendment (Rept. No. 1685). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. STUBBS: Committee on Indian Affairs. S.2874. An
act authorizing the submission of an alternate budget for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs; without amendment (Rept. No.
1686). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr. AYERS of Montana: Committee on Indian Affairs.
S. 2940. An act to provide funds for cooperation with the
school board of Shannon County, S.Dak., in the construction

of a consolidated high-school building to be available to both
white and Indian children; without amendment (Rept. No.
1687). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 1060. A bill for the relief of Charles ¥. Wilson;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1662). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illincis: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. HR. 7612. A bill for the relief of James R. Davis,
Jr.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1663). Referred o the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FITZPATRICK: Committee on  Military Affairs.
8. 1214, An act for the relief of Zinsser & Co.; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1666). Referred to the Commitiee
of the Whole House. '

Mr. COFFIN: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 1654. A
bill for the relief of George Yusko; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1667). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 4778. A bill for the relief of Capt. Walter S.
Bramble; without amendment (Rept. No. 1674). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 7172. A hill for the relief of George R. Slate;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1675). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. S. 521. An act for the relief of Henry Poole; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1676). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H.R. 8614. A bill for the relief of Alice F. Martin,
widow, and two minor children; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1677). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CARTER of California: A bill (H.R. 9663) amend-
ing sections 2 and 3 of the Intercoastal Shipping Act, 1933,
for the purpose of further regulating common ecarriers by
water in interstate commerce of the United States engaged
in transportation by way of the Panama Canal; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (H.R. 9664) fo amend the Shipping Act, 1918,
as amended, for the purpose of further regulating common
carriers by water; to the Committee on Merchant Marine,
Radio, and Fisheries.

By Mr. BACHARACH: Abill (HR. 9665) to authorize pro-
duction credit associations to make loans to oyster planters;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ZIONCHECK: A bill (HR. 9666) to extend sick
leave to all Government employees; to the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Departments,

Also, a bill (H.R. 9667) to amend section 215 of the act of
June 30, 1932 (Puhblic Law No. 212, 72d Coneg.), by restoring
vacations to Government employees; to the Committee on
Expendifures in the Executive Departments,

By Mr. CONNERY: A bill (EL.R. 9668) to extend the oper-
ations of section 23 of Public Law No. 141, Seventy-third
Congress, to all employees in any bureau or establishment of
which employees are affected by such section, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Departments.

By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H.R. 9663) to provide for
the control of the flood waters of the Wabash and White
Rivers and their tributaries, the improvement of the navi-
gability of such rivers, the storage and delivery of the




9068 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

waters thereof for beneficial uses, the development of elec-
trical power with such waters, the development of recrea-
tional and home-site areas, and for reforestation and con-
servation of natural resources, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr, MOTT: A hill (HR. 9670) to provide a preliminary
examination of the Willamette River and its tributaries in
the State of Oregon with a view to the control of its floods;
to the Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr. COLMER: A bill (HR. 9671) providing for an
examination and survey in Mississippi Sound in the vicinity
of Pass Christian, Miss.; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H.R. 9672) to amend the Securi-
ities Act of 1933; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. PRALL: A bill (HR. 9673) to amend legislation
relating to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation; to pro-
vide for the introduction of its books and accounts in evi-
dence; to broaden its powers to facilitate exports and
imports; to lengthen the period for which it may make or
extend loans; to empower it to adjust its claims against
railroads under certain circumstances; to empower it to ex-
tend credit to maintain and increase employment, to assist
in the refinancing and reduction of existing commercial and
industrial debt burdens, and to facilitate the extension of
credit to small concerns through existing channels; to permit
it to advance further funds to protect loans already made to
irrigation, drainage, and levee districts, and for self-liguidat-
ing projects; to authorize it to purchase evidences of in-
debtedness of mutual insurance companies, and to permit
increases in the compensation of officers and employees of
insurance companies in which the Corporation has sub-
scribed preferred stock; to amend the Federal Reserve Act,
as amended, relating to direct loans for industrial purposes
by Federal Reserve banks, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr, BOLTON: A bill (H.R. 9674) to authorize the
' Becretary of Commerce fo dispose of the lighthouse reserva-
tion in the village of Fairport, Ohio; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H.R. 9675) amending Public Law
No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, as amended; to the Commit-
'tee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

By Mr. DISNEY: A bill (HR. 2676) to regulate commerce
in petroleum, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SABATH: Resolution (H.Res. 387) for the consid-
eration of HR. 9623, a bill to amend the Grain Futures Act
to prevent and remove obstructions and burdens upon in-
terstate commerce in grains and other commodities by regu-
lating transactions therein on commodity futures exchanges,
by providing means for limiting short selling and speculation
in such commodities on such exchanges, by licensing com-
mission merchants dealing in such commodities for future
delivery on such exchanges, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr, COFFIN: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 346) directing
the American Battle Monuments Commission, or its suc-
cessor, to restore the inscriptions obliterated from the Three
Hundred and Sixteenth Infantry Memorial erected by a
French organization on property of that organization at
Sillon-Fontaine (Cote 378), Territoire de Sivry-sur-Meuse;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented
and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of Puerto
Rico, that the final status of Puerto Rico should be state-
hood, and that the people of Puerto Rico desire that Puerto
Rico become a state, forming a part of and associated with
the federation of the United States of America, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Insular Affairs.

May 17

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOLTON: A bill (HR. 9677) to authorize the
presentation of the Distinguished Service Medal to Karl F.
Snearer; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BRUNNER (by request): A bill (H.R. 9678) for
the relief of Julius J. Zimmern; to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also (by request), a bill (HR. 9679) for the relief of
Ralph J. Lackner; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. CLATBORNE: A bill (H.R. 9680) for the relief of
the Rothschild Bros. Hat Co., of St. Louis; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. FULMER: A bill (HR. 9681) granting a pension
to J. M. Fogle; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (HR. 9682) granting a pension to Hugo W.
Weathers; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GASQUE: A bill (H.R. 9683) granting a pension
to William H. Worrell; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H.R. 9684) granting a pension to Joseph B.
Player; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LEWIS of Colorado: A bill (H.R. 9685) for the
relief of William J. Hart; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

Also, a bill (H.R. 9686) for the relief of Ben Durham; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LUDLOW: A bill (H.R. 9687) for the relief of the
Nacional Destilerias Corporation; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H.R. 9688) granting a pension to
James N. Dugger; to the Committee on Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petifions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

4661, By Mr. BOYLAN: Petition of the Booker T. Wash-
ington Society of the Brooklyn Evening High School, Brook-
Iyn, N.Y., favoring the enactment of the Wagner-Costigan
anti-lynching bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

4662. By Mr. BUCKBEE: Petition of the Young Men’s
Democratic Club of Peru, IIl, calling upon Congress to
enact legislation for the inauguration of a program of Fed-
eral aid for home building; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

4663. By Mr. BRUNNER: Petition of the Associated Office
and Professional Emergency Employees, 232 Seventh Avenue,
New York City, urging Congress to pass the workers’ unem-
ployment and social insurance bill (H.R. 7598) and demand-
ing that their respective Congressmen sign the round-robin
petition to bring it out of committee and publicly work for
its passage; to the Committee on Labor.

4664. By Mr, FULMER: Pefiton of the State Council of
South Carolina, Junior Order United American Mechanics,
endorsing the petition of Congressman BLANTON in regard to
measure introduced to prohibit all immigration into the
United States for a period of 10 years, and supporting him
in his efforts to secure this much-needed patriotic legisla-
tion; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

4665. Also, petition of the South Carolina State Council
of the Enights of Columbus, in convention assembled, con-
demning discrimination against radio Station WLWL as
unfair and unjust, and that said State council urges the
immediate restoration of Station WLWL to its former sched-
ule of broadcasting hours; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

4666. Also, petition of the State session of the Junior
Order United American Mechanics of the State of South
Carolina, unanimously endorsing the bill introduced by Con-
gressman J, WL TAYLoR which provides that any alien who
has been a resident of the United States for a period of 5
years must make application for citizenship through legal
channels or be deported, and hopes that same may be
enacted into law; to the Commiitee on Immigration and
Naturalization.
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4667. By Mr. LAMBERTSON: Petition of 91 citizens of
Topeka, Kans., urging the passage of legislation for the bene-
fit of old-age pensioners, signed by W. E. Stewart, president,
329 Liberty Street, Topeka, EKans., and the secretary, Ida
Brown, 227 Jefferson Street, Topeka, Kans.; to the Commit-
tee on Labor.

4663. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the Iron Molders
Union, No. 96, Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring the enactment of
the Wagner-Lewis hill; to the Committee on Labor.

4669. Also, petition of the American Federation of Labor,
Washington, D.C., favoring the enactment of the Connery
30-hour week bill; to the Committee on Labor.

4670. Also, petition of the Order of Railway Conductors
of America, S. N. Berry, president, favoring the Hatfield-
‘Wagner pension bill (S. 3231) and House bills 9596 and 9597;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

4671. Also, pefition of the New Jersey Broadcasting Corpo-
ration, radio Station WAOM, favoring all restictions relat-
ing to separation of families be removed from the present
immigration laws; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

4672. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of De Soto Council, No. 327,
Knights of Columbus, New York City, favoring the proposed
amendment to section 301, of Senate bill 2910, and the pro-
posed amendment to House bill 8301, page 67, between lines
T and 8, new section 507; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

4673. Also, petition of the New Jersey Broadcasting Corpo-
ration, Station WHOM, favoring all restrictions relating to
separation of families be removed from our present immi-
gration law; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu-
ralization.

4674. Also, petition of the Order of Railway Conductors
of America, favoring the Hatfield-Wagner pension bill (S.
3231) and House bills 9596 and 9597; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

4675, Also, petition of Commercial Credit Union, Brooklyn,
N.Y., favoring the passage of Senate bill 1639; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

4676. Also, petition of the Iron Moulders Union, No. 96,
Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring the passage of the Wagner-Lewis
bill; to the Committee on Labor.

4677. By Mr, SMITH of Washington: Petition containing
approximately 400 names of residents in southwest Wash-
ington, in behalf of the Townsend old-age revolving pension
plan; to the Committee on Labor.

4678. By Mr. TERRELL of Texas (by request) : Petition
memorializing Congress to enact an old-age pension law;
to the Committee on Labor.

4679. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the provincial gov-
ernment of Abra, Bangued, P.I., bespeaking its gratitude
for the enactment of the Philippine independence bill; to
the Committee on Insular Affairs.

4680. Also, petition of the municipal government of
Abulug, Province of Cagayan, PI., bespeaking its gratitude
for the enactment of the Philippine independence bill; to
the Committee on Incular Affairs.

4681. Also, petition of the Parent Teachers’ Association
of Assumption Congregation, West Allis, Wis., supporting
the amendment to section 301 of Senate bill 2910; to the
Committee-on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

4682, Also, petition of the Central Illinois S.N.P.J. Fed-
eration, Virden, Ill., supporting House bill 7598; to the Com-
mittee on Labor.

4683. Also, petition of the Burroughs Citizens Association,
Washington, D.C., with respect to the budget of the Dis-
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on Appropriations.

SENATE
FrRIDAY, MAY 18, 1934
(Legislative day of Thursday, May 10, 1934)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
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On motion of Mr. Ropinson of Arkansas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal of the proceedings
of the calendar day, Thursday, May 17, was dispensed with,
and the Journal was appreved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the rell.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Couzens Eean Reynolds
Ashurst Cutting Eeyes Robinson, Ark.
Austin Davis King Robinson, Ind.
Bachman Dickinson Logan Russell
Bailey Dieterich Londrgan Schall
Bankhead Dill Long Shipstead
Barkley Duffy MecCarran Smith
Black Erickson McGill Steiwer
Bone Fess McKellar Stephens
Borah Fletcher McNary Thomas, Okla.
Brown Frazier Metcalf Thomas, Utah
Bulkley George Murphy Thompson
Bulow Gibson Neely Townsend
Byrd Glass Norbeck Tydings
Byrnes Goldsborough Norris Vandenberg
Carey Hale Nye Van Nuys
Clark Harrison O'Mahoney Wagner
Connally Hastings erton Walcott
Coolidge Hatch Patterson Walsh
Copeland Hayden Pittman Wheeler

J Pope White

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. McApoo] is absent because of
illness; and that the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mrs.
Caraway], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gorel, the
Senator from Texas [Mr. SmeErparp], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Trammern], and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. LEwis] are necessarily detained from the Senate.

Mr, FESS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Barsour], the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Harrierp], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La For-
LETTE], the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, Regp], and the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. HeEBerT] are necessarily
absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-four Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

NOMINATION OF CADETS TO BE ENSIGNS IN THE COAST GUARD

As in executive session,

Mr. STEPHENS, Mr, President, the graduating exercises
of the Coast Guard Academy will be held within a few days.
Five young men will be graduated from the academy, and
their nominations to be ensigns in the Coast Guard have
been sent to the Senate and referred to the Committee on
Commerce. From that committee I report favorably the
nominations, and ask unanimous consent that, as in execu-
tive session, the nominations of these five young men be
confirmed.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator if
there will be any discussion abouf the confirmation of the
nominations?

Mr. STEPHENS. I think not. I have conferred with the
two leaders with regard to this matter. As I have said, the
exercises will be held in a very few days, and it is desired
that commissions may be presented to the young men on
their graduation.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, is this the matter about
which the Senator spoke to me yesterday?

Mr. STEPHENS. If is.

Mr. McNARY. For the Recorp, I suggest that the Sen-
ator make a statement touching the reasons why immediate
action is desired.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr, President, as I have said, the grad-
uating exercises of the Coast Guard Academy will be held
within a few days. There will be five graduates, and the
nominations of those five young men to be ensigns in the
Coast Guard have been senft to the Senate. The nomina-
tions promoting them from cadets to ensigns were referred
to the Committee on Commerce, from which I have reported
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